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INTRODUCTION 
The Constitution of Iowa places the responsibility and authority to 
provide a system of public education for the State with the General Assem­
bly. Article IX, Second Division, section 1, which is titled Control — 
management. states, "The educational and school funds and lands shall be 
under the control and management of the General Assembly of this State." 
The first session of the sixty-fourth General Assembly has enacted 
legislation (Bsuse File 121) to provide limitations on the property tax 
levy for the general fund budget of school districts. Basically, H. F. 
121 dan^ened the continued reliance on open-ended local property taxation 
to support public school districts by freezing the amounts of school 
revenues derived from local property taxes to a sum which would not exceed 
the revenue so derived in the preceding year. In addition, state equali­
zation aid departed from the equalization formula previously utilized and 
was distributed on a unit basis of $45 per pupil enrolled as of September 
15, 1971. The $45 figure was determined in anticipation of allowing 
approximately a five percent growth factor in school district budgets. 
This law was initiated at the outset of the 1971-72 school year for a 
one-year period and was designed as a transitional step in changing the 
state public school finance structure from that which was controlled by 
Chapter 442 of the 1970 Code of Iowa, an equalization aid approach, to 
that which was designated in Chapter 165, section 33 (24, p. 381), a 
foundation aid approach passed by the first session of the sixty-fourth 
General Assembly, and commonly referred to as House File 654. 
H. F. 654 was designed to isqplement a school foundation program to 
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be initiated in C^e 1972-73 school year. Basically, it attempts to (1) put 
the money where the pupils are; (2) reverse the strategy in Chapter 442 
(Code of Iowa, 1970), which cut off state aid and open-ended local taxa­
tion, by open-ending state aid and placing a ceiling upon local property 
taxation; and (3) place a budget ceiling upon each school district deter­
mined by the previous year's actual expenditures and the present year's 
enrollment status, while allowing for approximately a five percent (4.92%) 
growth factor. The goal of the General Assembly in enacting both H. F. 121 
and H. F. 654 has been to shift the major burden of educational finance 
from property taxes to other revenue sources, and to enhance the statewide 
equalization of educational program offerings by shifting from a county 
and local base to a statewide base in the determination of school finance 
revenue sources and expenditures (45). The second session of the sixty-
fourth General Assembly passed House File 1269, which amended H. F. 654 in 
an attempt to modify some unforeseen constraints, chief of which was sup-
plantation of school district federal funds. In an uncirculated study 
completed in Ifey, 1972, for the Department of Public Instruction, Hirphy 
(46, pp. 37-39), analyzed H. F. 654 as modified by E. F. 1269 with respect 
to bias, equity and fiscal coordination. He points to a number of caveats 
which may signify the need for further modification if the legislation is 
to achieve the General Assembly's goal of equalizing educational oppor­
tunity. These are quoted as follows: 
Modifications and constraints cause major biases and 
inequities in H. F. 654. The first of these constraints 
is the $200 guaranteed minimum. This provides an arbi­
trary bias against schools that are poor in terms of 
property wealth. 
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The second problem is a modification of the basic 
foundation formula. A quantity defined as miscellan­
eous income is subtracted from the foundation. This 
miscellaneous income is composed mostly of categorical 
aids and the logic for deducting such a quantity, as a 
measure of the financial ability of the district, is 
questionable. 
The inclusion of federal aids in miscellaneous income 
brings about a supplantation problem. House File 1269 
corrects this by removing such funds from miscellaneous 
income for all school years after 1972-73, but the prob­
lem still exists for 1972-73. 
The definition of district cost, as modified by H. F. 
1269, includes all federal funds received by the dis­
trict. This biases the district cost upward and due 
to the maximum budget limit for allowable growth 
causes growth to be disallowed to some districts be­
cause of the federal funds received by the district. 
House File 1269, under present interpretation, would 
base per pupil cost on expended budget rather than 
certified budget. Since a higher per pupil cost is 
desirable to the district, given present spending 
limitations, this provides an incentive to spend all 
of the certified budget whether the district needs to 
or not. 
Controlled budget growth under H. F. 654 assumes all 
schools need to grow at the same rate. It also ties 
each district into the relative spending position it 
occupied at the initiation of 654. These relative 
spending patterns tend to be closely associated with 
the property wealth of the community. Any inequities 
that exist at the beginning of aid distribution under 
654 will be continued due to the form of the controlled 
budget growth. 
The maximum budget limitation for allowable growth 
places a strong hand on the high spending schools by 
not allowing budget growth until they are within one 
hundred ten percent of state per pupil cost. 
The amount of district cost above the foundation is 
funded by local property tax. Mi liage rates are the 
summation of this additional property tax levy and a 
statewide foundation levy. The millage rates are 
constrained to being no greater than the 1970-71 rate 
while being at least ninety percent of the rate of the 
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previous year until 1974-75. If the millage rate ex­
ceeds the upper limit, additional aid is given to the 
district. If the lower limit is not reached, aid is 
reduced until it is reached or until aid is zero. 
(This will counter the $200 per pupil minimum state 
aid for some schools.) 
State cost per pupil for 1971-72 was given as $920 when 
654 was drafted. This per pupil cost figure includes 
the per pupil federal funds received in Iowa for that year. 
The effect of inclusion of federal funds is twofold. First, 
the foundation is biased upward by the foundation rate times 
the 1971-72 federal funds per .pupil. Second, the upper 
limit for allowable budget growth is biased upward by one 
hundred ten percent of the 1971-72 federal funds. 
All schools benefit from the larger foundation. Only high 
spending schools benefit from the higher allowable growth 
ceiling. 
Iowa House File 654 thus includes biases based on: 
(1) property wealth of the district, (2) initial spend­
ing position, and (3) amount of federal funds received. 
These biases are arbitrary and have nothing to do with 
the educational needs of the district or the financial 
ability of the district to meet that need. 
The constitutionality of the means of financing education has recently 
come under scrutiny of the courts. Starting with the California Supreme 
Court decision of August 30, 1971, in Serrano v. Priest (57), school 
financing systems which produced substantial disparities among school 
districts in the amount of revenue available for education have been 
struck down as unconstitutional. Thus the constitutionality of foundation 
programs in general and Chapter 165, section 33, Iowa 64 General Assembly 
(July 1, 1972) in particular, as indicated by Mirphy, is in question. 
Wise (66, p. 5), after an appraisal of recent court findings in 
Serrano v. Priest, states, "A minimal definition of equality of educa­
tional opportunity is that (at least within a given state) the quality of 
a child's education should not depend upon where he happens to live, how 
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wealthy the local school district is, or how highly his neighbors ara 
willing to tax themselves for education." He states further, "The founda­
tion program does not satisfy even this definition of equality of educa­
tional opportunity since it guarantees only a minimal expenditure per 
pupil and conditions the availability of additional resources on local 
wealth." 
The investigator is impressed with the fact that although the recent 
court rulings in Serrano v. Priest, the Van Dusartz v. Hatfield case in 
Minnesota (63), the Rodriguez v. San Antonio School District case in Texas 
(54), and the Robinson v. Cahill case in New Jersey (53), have indicated 
which systems of financing education did not foster equal educational 
opportunity, they remained mute in suggesting specific remedies. Wise 
(66, pp. 10-11), using principles enunciated by the courts in the Serrano 
decision, follows with characteristics of what might be interpreted by 
the courts as constitutional school finance schemes. The principles and 
derived characteristics are: 
(1) The quality of a child's education may not be a function of 
the wealth of his parents, neighbors, or school district. 
(2) The foundation program of public school support is uncon­
stitutional. 
(3) There must be an equitable distribution of the educational 
tax burden. 
(4) The opportunity of an education is a right which must be 
made available to all on equal terms. 
(5) The accidents of geography and the arbitrary boundary lines 
of local school districts can afford no ground for discrim­
ination among the school children of a state. 
In sum, a constitutional school finance scheme would apparently 
have to have the following characteristics: 
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(1) It would bring to bear all of a state's educational tax 
base on the education of all children in the public schools 
of that state. 
(2) It would provide for equity both in educational taxation 
and in educational resource allocation. 
(3) It would require that educational resource allocation not 
depend upon where a student lives, i^at his parental cir­
cumstances are, or how highly his neighbors value education. 
(4) It would avoid the specious state/local distinction in the 
generation of educational revenues, for all taxes raised 
for education are, in fact, state taxes. 
(5) It would accommodate a variety of educational resource 
allocation schemes and systems for educational taxation. 
(6) Its essential characteristic would be that there be equity 
in the benefits and burdens of education. 
The recent court rulings notwithstanding, in Iowa there has been 
ample direction and interpretation pertaining to state financing of educa­
tion. Article IX, Second Division, section 7, of the Constitution of Iowa 
provides that all funds distributed to school districts shall be distrib­
uted "in proportion to the number of youths between five and twenty-one 
years" in the several school districts. In the case of Dist. Twp. of 
Dubuque v. County Judge (1862), 13 Iowa 250, it was held that any plan for 
distribution of money to school districts that did not comply with Article 
IX, Second Division, section 7 of the Constitution of Iowa was unconstitu­
tional and void. In a written opinion to the Chief Clerk of the Iowa 
House of Representatives to supply input for the Intergovernmental Rela­
tions Committee, National Legislative Conference, Abels, of the adminis­
trative support staff, Iowa Department of Public Instruction, has 
indicated, "Since distribution on the basis of number of youths between 
five and twenty-one avoids all questions of inequality of valuation of 
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taxable property from one school district to another, it would appear that 
any plan of distribution that followed the Iowa Constitution and the 1862 
Dubuque case would satisfy the requirements laid down in the Serrano. 
Robinson. Van Dusartz. and Rodriguez cases and there would be no 
present need for the Tortora case. It thus may well be that the solution 
to the problem has been on the books for exactly one hundred and ten years, 
if anyone bothered to read the books." (1) 
It remains to be determined if the recent court rulings, in general, 
and specifically the caveats indicated by Mirphy and the Dubuque case cited 
by Abels, negate the constitutionality of the manner in which Qiapter 165, 
section 33 of the Iowa Code (24) may be carried out without further modifi­
cation. The contextual milieu against which the present Iowa school 
finance system may be viewed portends change, change which may possibly be 
inçosed in a manner undesirable to and unforeseen by the General Assembly. 
Statement of the Problem 
As with any management endeavor, feedback in the form of consequences 
of decision making is essential to the maintaining of control required to 
achieve desired goals, and to avoid unanticipated, undeslred outcomes. 
Levin (38, pp. 194-195) in commenting on the need to develop information 
systems states, "Given the complex nature of the educational process, the 
need for information on which to evaluate and make decisions is crucial." 
Among the problems ^ich hinder information systems for decision making 
he cites the dearth of appropriate data for management decision making at 
all levels, and the need for: the educational enterprise to obtain better 
information about its own operations and performance; better ways to 
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communicate the priorities of various clientele of schools to decision 
makers; and a growing capability of decision makers to use information 
feedbacks proficiently. 
Peterson and others (51, p. 57), in a comprehensive study concerning 
the economic impact of state support models on educational finance, cite 
a weakness of the process of economic resource allocation for schools to 
be "Policy making ZJegislativ^ is not viewed as a problem of choice of 
alternative means for achievement of desired ends." In the concluding 
remarks of the study (p. 256), they observe "...research on school finance 
programs often shows the effects of state support at variance with its 
stated objectives." 
From the aforesaid, one is led to the reasonable conclusion, given a 
General Assembly serious in effecting its avowed goals, that legislative 
feedback information concerning the effect upon the equalization of educa­
tional program offerings in the school districts of the state as a result 
of school finance enactments is often fragmented, biased or missing. 
Jennings and ML Istein (29, p. 13), in identifying influential sources 
for legislative decision making information, compared interest group 
leaders' and state legislators' perceptions of the legislature's role in 
educational policy making. Biey rank ordered groups with regard to the 
importance they had in influencing legislators' views about educational 
legislation. Educators back home as very important influencers ranked 
higher than educational interest groups. legislative staff opinions. 
committees other than education, executive department agencies, and party 
leaders. To the extent that these findings may be generalized to legis­
lators in other states, the investigator believes the perceptions of Iowa 
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school district superintendents concerning the effect of H. F. 654 upon 
the educational programs within the state can influence legislators with 
timely information for decision making directed to the control and manage­
ment of financing education in Iowa. 
While it may be demonstrated, as above, that legislators highly value 
feedback from school district superintendents, Barken (20, pp. 171-172) 
identifies a number of ambiguities in the attitudes of Iowa superinten­
dents when responding to questions of a generalized nature. From among 
the examples cited by Barken are: 
The superintendents expressed the need for increased 
federal and state aid for all local governments, but 
they also feel that the major financial support for 
education should come from the local school district. 
Also, the superintendents supported a minimum founda­
tion program for education financed by the state. 
The superintendents expressed a need for governmental 
reform of all local governments for reasons of effi­
ciency and economy and yet failed to see any relation­
ship between the size of the enrollment of a school 
district and the quality of education offered, a view 
suggested by many researchers. 
"These apparent ambiguities," Barken states, "may indicate that the 
superintendents are not prepared to support currently popular reform pro­
posals for the restructuring of education in the state." It seems to this 
investigator that the question which is begged by Barken's findings but 
left unanswered is the degree of confidence one may place upon the per­
ceptual objectivity underlying superintendents' attitudes. 
Hie problem of this study is to determine if school district super­
intendents can, as a group, serve as a source of feedback information for 
legislative decision making. Using recent changes in the school finance 
plan, the objectivity of superintendents' perceptions of the effect of 
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present school finance legislation upon educational programs will be deter­
mined using Marphy's study (46) of the effect of current Iowa educational 
finance enactments upon school districts as criteria. In addition, and 
conditioned by the degree of perceptual objectivity demonstrated by super­
intendents, toward the end of providing specific and useful feedback, the 
nature of their perceptions of the effects of H. F. 654 (as modified by 
H. F. 1269) will be studied. 
Specifically, the study sets out to answer the following questions and 
to test these hypotheses: 
Question 1: Are public school superintendents capable of perceiving 
the effects upon financing education brought about by 
changes in state support legislation? 
Question 2: Do public school superintendents perceive the effects 
of school finance legislation upon their 1972-73 school 
budget decisions in the same way or are there significant 
demographic differences by school district characteris­
tics such as size, enrollment status, average per pupil 
cost, or assessed valuation per pupil? 
Hypothesis 1: Iowa public school superintendents' responses to test 
items concerning the effects of H. F. 654 (as modi­
fied by H. F. 1269) upon school district educational 
programs taken from a trained economist's analysis of 
such effects, will not significantly differ from 
responses made to such test items by selected school 
finance knowledgeables. 
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Hypothesis 2A: Iowa public school superintendents of school districts 
with 1971-72 enrollments of 2,000 or more will not 
significantly differ from superintendents of school 
districts with 1971-72 enrollments of less than 2,000 
in their reported opinions of how current school 
finance legislation affects selected areas of their 
educational programs. 
Hypothesis 2B: Among the several school district sizes, Iowa public 
school superintendents of school districts with the 
highest 1971-72 assessed valuation per pupil will not 
significantly differ from superintendents of school 
districts with the lowest 1971-72 assessed valuation 
per pupil in their reported opinions of how current 
school finance legislation affects selected areas of 
their educational programs. 
Hypothesis 2C: Among the several school district sizes, Iowa public 
school superintendents of school districts with the 
highest percent of increased 1971-72 pupil enrollments 
will not significantly differ from superintendents of 
school districts with the highest percent of decreased 
1971-72 pupil enrollments in their reported opinions 
of how current school finance legislation affects 
selected areas of their educational programs. 
Hypothesis 2D: Among the several school district sizes, Iowa public 
school superintendents of school districts with the 
highest 1971-72 average per pupil costs will not 
significantly differ from superintendents of school 
districts with the lowest 1971-72 average per pupil 
costs in their reported opinions of how current school 
finance legislation affects selected areas of their 
educational program. 
Hypothesis 2E; Iowa public school superintendents of school districts 
with the highest percent of increased 1971-72 pupil 
enrollments and lower than state average 1971-72 per 
pupil costs will not significantly differ from super­
intendents of school districts with the highest per­
cent of decreased 1971-72 pupil enrollments and higher 
than state average 1971-72 per pupil costs in their 
reported opinions of how current school finance legis­
lation affects selected areas of their educational 
programs. 
Hypothesis 2F: Iowa public school superintendents of school districts 
with different characteristics will not significantly 
vary their average rank order of concerns for the 
effects of H. F. 654 upon selected areas of their 
school district programs. 
Definition of Terms 
Assessed valuation per pupil ; A tax assessment percentage (twenty-
seven percent in Iowa) multiplied by the market value of real property in 
a school district divided by the number of pupils in average daily member­
ship. Used to describe "school district wealth." 
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Attitude : Connotes response consistency with regard to certain 
categories of stimuli. In actual practice, the term Is most frequently 
associated with social stimuli and with emotional-toned responses 
(2, p. 541). 
Constraint : A limit, boundary, or hurdle which may jeopardize in 
whole or in part the successful accomplishment of a mission or its speci­
fied performance requirements. 
Decision making ; The activity of choosing from among a number of 
possible actions in terms of predicated consequences. 
Equalization aid : Money distributed to financially weak school 
districts under a state program of support to enable those districts to 
finance a required program of education. 
Feedback ; Evaluative Information which describes the functioning 
of a system and, idien there are malfunctions, is used as a basis for 
revision or modification of the system. 
Foundation aid ; A state aid in terms of a given annual expenditure 
in dollars per weighted student or classroom unit. 
Perception ; Sensation initiated elements of thought capable of 
holding an excitation and thus bridging the gap in time between stimulus 
and response. Modifications of perception resulting from prior percep­
tions are referred to as perceptual learning. Attitudes are formed by 
this process (22, p. 336). 
Supplantatlon; When funds intended for one use are diverted or 
used to replace other funds. For example, when federal funds are used 
to replace state aid. 
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System; The sum total of parts working independently and Interde-
pendently to achieve previously specified objectives (16, p. 86). 
Basic Âssusçtions and Delimitations 
The problem with t^ich this study deals is primarily one of exploring 
a viable source of feedback for the legislative management control system. 
This study does not deal with political process or lobbying activity per 
se» thus the usual type of congruency tests between superintendents and 
legislators for selected issues or attitudes as is common in the research 
of the political science area is not resorted to here. In testing the use 
of public school superintendents as a viable legislative feedback source, 
the focus of this study is limited to testing the ability of and manner in 
\diich public school superintendents, as a group, objectively perceive the 
effect of present school finance legislation upon school programs. The 
major assumption made is that unless school superintendents manifest the 
aforesaid ability, and in a manner which may indicate how the school 
finance plan may affect different school districts, the extent to which 
the General Assembly may utilize superintendents' feedback for effective 
legislative decision making would be greatly diminished. 
Another major assumption of this study is that the Iowa General 
Assembly will value comprehensive feedback information from superinten­
dents about the effects of school finance legislation upon the school 
districts in an effort to manage and control educational and school funds 
in a manner consistent with the legislature's philosophy and goals for 
the state public education system. 
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SURVEY OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Contained in this chapter is a review of the literature and research 
related to the developing concept of equal educational opportunity, the 
development of state support programs nationally and in Iowa, and the 
systems concept of feedback as a management control mechanism. Because 
this study is concerned with the present Iowa state support program only 
as a vehicle to study the viability of superintendents' perceptions as a 
feedback Information source for educational policy makers, the development 
of state support programs and the concept of equal educational opportunity 
are discussed briefly for the purpose of demonstrating that these topics 
provide a timely context in which to study superintendents' perceptual 
abilities and one in which there will be continued interest to further 
study the implementation of information feedback mechanisms between super­
intendents and appropriate branches of government, should the findings of 
this study warrant the feasibility of such an effort. 
Development of the Concept of Equal Educational Opportunity 
In the 1963 comprehensive study concerning economic impact of state 
support models on educational finance, Peterson and others (51, p. 59) 
contend that educational finance theory appears to have grown primarily 
out of practice rather than theory. "Ideas in school finance were first 
tried, then analyzed rather than formulated as theory prior to introduc­
tion into practice." They list three areas which typify the main concern 
in providing state aid for education prior to the present century as: 
1. stimulation of the establishment of local schools 
and services not provided in many districts, but 
deemed to be needed in all parts of the state; 
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2. stimulation and encouragement of local effort in 
the support of local schools; 
3. provision of financial assistance for all dis­
tricts to help them with their troublesome 
problem of obtaining sufficient revenue to 
organize and keep schools in operation. 
While seemingly derived from necessity, the goals of state aid for 
education, according to James (27, pp. 18-28), stressed the criteria of 
equality and adaptability in attempts to answer the crucial economic re­
source allocation questions of whose preferences were to prevail regarding 
activities to be supported, and the degree of support to be provided; thus, 
educational finance criteria were closely related to egalitarian and 
libertarian ideals prevalent in society and were subject to the same types 
of conflict, namely, should decision making on educational policy be cen­
tralized in the state or decentralized among local communities? 
In 1905, Cubberley (11) published a pioneer coiiq>rehensive study of 
state fiscal policies and the effect of those policies upon public educa­
tion. He concluded that one or both of the two basic ideas of "equaliza­
tion" and "reward for effort" seemed to underlie all state aid programs. 
Specifically, he noted the extensive use of special aids to encourage or 
assist designated aspects of education and the recognition of the idea of 
rewarding communities for their effort. He called this idea the "reward 
for effort" principle. He termed the need for greater assistance to the 
poorer communities than to the wealthy the "equalization" principle. He 
concluded that the methods ençloyed by the states to appropriate funds 
were undesirable because (1) due to differences in the wealth of districts, 
the demand by the state to maintain minlmirm standards caused unequal 
burdens, and (2) the excessive effort on the part of low wealth districts 
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to educate ptgiils for the common good of the state should be equalized by 
the state. Cubberley's observations are of interest since in evaluating 
the development of state finance programs first signalled by Cubberley's 
findings, various state supreme courts, starting with the California 
Serrano v. Priest decision (57), have struck down school finance plans 
which have evolved as a result of Cubberley's early work, ironically for 
some of the same reasons given by Cubberley in 1905 underlying the need 
for change at that time. 
One explanation of the present status of state support programs may be 
due to the way in which equal educational opportunity has been defined. 
Traditionally, on the one hand, equal educational opportunity has been 
defined in relative terms by state legislatures in an attempt to support 
public education in a manner consistent with accomplishing state-defined 
educational purposes while encouraging local elaborations on them. On the 
other hand, especially during the past twenty years, judicial review has 
defined equal educational oppoirtunity in objective terms consistent with 
the fourteenth amendment equal protection clause of the U. S. Constitu­
tion. Noteworthy is the U. S. Supreme Court's decision in Brown v. Board 
of Education, 347, U. S., 483, "The opportunity of an education...where 
the state has undertaken to provide it is a right which must be available 
to all on equal terms." Also noteworthy is the California Supreme Court 
decision in Serrano v. Priest (57, p. 61), "...we are satisfied that 
plaintiff children have alleged facts showing that the public school 
financing system denies them equal protection of the laws because it pro­
duces substantial disparities among school districts in the amount of 
revenue available for education." 
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From the aforesaid, it may be noted that the developing concept of 
equal educational opportunity as afforded by state support programs has 
taken an obsezrvable, if not abrupt, tack in course. The stability of this 
new heading seems to be in question. One may anticipate, with regard to 
recent court rulings concerning the constitutionality of state support pro­
grams, a shift in interpretative criteria by which equal educational oppor­
tunity will be defined. Evidence of this shift of criteria is reported in 
the Hot Line, a publication of the American Association of School Adminis­
trators (56), in which is noted Federal Judge Alexander Harvey, in 
preliminary hearings concerning a case involving Maryland's method of 
financing public education, ruled in mid-June of 1972 that the "reasonable 
basis" constitutional test will be used to judge the case rather than the 
"strict scrutiny" test as was used in the Serrano, Van Dusartz, and 
Rodriguez cases noted earlier. Under the "strict scrutiny" test the state 
has to prove that the differences in public school expenditures are neces­
sary to promote a compelling state interest. Judge Harvey, in rejecting 
the use of this test in the Maryland suit, stated, "That education is 
important and a vital concern of state and local government cannot be 
denied. But this is far from saying that education is so vital as to be 
called a 'fundamental' interest from a constitutional point of view and 
thus made subject to a much more rigorous constitutional test than that 
applied in other areas of state concern." As a result, he ruled that the 
"reasonable basis" constitutional test be used. This test assumes the 
validity of the current plan of financing schools and places the burden 
of proving otherwise on the plaintiffs. 
The definition of equal educational opportunity is far from resolved. 
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While the Impact of the Serrano generation of court cases will be to out­
law the traditional type of state support finance programs which are 
significantly affected by the wealth of local school districts, the courts 
to date have avoided any attempt to draft specific guidelines for states 
to follow in providing state support for education with equality. As 
noted in the Hot Line article, the fact that "...there are probably more 
studies of the problem /Fchool finance/ currently commissioned by state 
legislatures, foundations, professional associations, and federal agencies 
than of any other single subject" indicates that the concept of equal edu­
cational opportunity is far from permanently defined> but will continue to 
develop as political, legal, social, and economic pressures manifest the 
need to do so. Indeed, the volume of solutions alone which result from 
the present focus and increased attention to attempts to define and achieve 
the concept of equal educational opportunity in state support programs for 
education may tend to increase confusion rather than clarification of the 
concept. This is exemplified in Wise's (66, pp. 13-15) criticism of the 
"power equalizing approach, proposed by John E. Coons and his colleagues 
in Private Wealth and Public Education, published in Cambridge by Belknap 
in 1970. Wise writes, "...At the start, they seem to be concerned about 
equality of educational opportunity; along the way about equality of edu­
cational expenditures; further along the way about equality of educational 
tax burden; and at the finish about reserving to local voters the decision 
about how much money is to be spent on the education of their children. 
Ultimately, a hodgepodge not unlike the one we have today can be envisioned 
with perhaps some rich children and poor children gaining and others 
losing." 
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ttlse also makes his contribution to the present confusion surrounding 
the concept of equal educational opportunity. He suggests a needs approach 
to the distribution of state education funds with equality and he proposes 
a number of different ways equal educational opportunity may be defined 
under such an approach (66, pp. 21-23). A minimum attainment definition 
would specify a minimum in terms of educational outcomes and would require 
that educational resources be allocated to every student until he reaches 
a specified level of attainment. A leveling definition of equal educa­
tional opportunity requires that resources be allocated in inverse propor­
tion to students' ability in an attempt to allow students to leave school 
with an equal chance of success. A competition definition of equal educa­
tional opportunity requires resources to be allocated in direct proportion 
to students' ability, assuming that the more a student is able to profit 
from instruction the greater should be his access to educational resources 
assuring him of equality in competition for access to resources based upon 
ability (need) rather than school district wealth. An equal dollars per 
pupil definition assumes that ability is an illegitimate basis and requires 
that educational resources be allocated equally to all students. A maximum 
variance ratio definition requires that educational resources be allocated 
so that the maximum discrepancy in per pupil expenditures does not exceed 
a specified ratio, for exaiiq>le, no more than one-and-a-half to one. A 
classification definition requires that a "suitable" level of support for 
a student of specified ability and Interest characteristics is suitable 
for that student wherever he lives within the state. 
The problem which remains in each of Wise's definitions is that they 
are useless unless someone provides the underlying definitive criteria by 
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which each may be implemented and, also, decides which one or combina­
tion of definitions shall be utilized. They do serve a purpose, however, 
in demonstrating that the concept of equal educational opportunity can and 
perhaps should be defined in terms of educational outputs, or products, 
rather than as did the recently proclaimed unconstitutional foundation 
programs which approached the concept in terms of minimal resource alloca­
tion inputs. 
Development of State Support Programs 
Jones (34, pp. 1-2), in reviewing existing state school finance pro­
grams for the President's Commission on School Finance, indicates that the 
five basic plans for the apportionment of revenues for education were 
developed between the years 1905 and 1930. Since that time there have 
been some attempts to modify and refine these early plans but no effort to 
design new ones, an effort which may have been highly justified in light 
of the changes that have taken place in education since the early part of 
the century, i.e., the shift away from predominantly local financing; 
increasing expenditures for education; increased population mobility; 
emerging emphasis on quality education and accountability as opposed to 
only quantity; and the Increased demand for equal educational opportunity 
for the disadvantaged, to name a few. 
Although each of the five plans came to be associated with a major 
university or professor who taught there, the major elements of each of 
the five plans had already been incorporated into law before any of the 
plans were systematically advocated by any single individual. 
Each of the five basic plans will be briefly reviewed in this section 
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together with a brief history of the state finance plans utilized in Iowa, 
further, this discussion is limited to general aids, since the other form 
of state grants-in-aid to local school districts, categorical grants-in-
aid, according to Jones (34, pp. 41-43), is in most cases a flat grant 
made for highly selective and narrowly defined state purposes dealing 
usually with: certain types of pupils (e.g., the handicapped); certain 
types of educational personnel (e.g., hearing clinicians); building and 
maintenance of physical facilities, equipment and instructional materials 
(e.g., school buildings, textbooks); special school subjects, or school-
related programs (e.g., driver education, pupil transportation); and, 
lastly, special kinds of school districts (e.g., sparsley-populated dis­
tricts, areas impacted by transient populations working on seasonal or 
governmental projects). 
General grants-in-aid may be spent by a school district for any edu­
cational purpose and it is within this area that the current dialogue 
exists concerning equal educational opportunity and unconstitutionality 
of foundation plans. The five basic plans for distributing general aids 
as taken from Jones (34, pp. 43-52) are as follows: 
1. Flat Grants In State school finance a Flat Grant is a 
payment made by the State to local school districts based on the number of 
pupils enrolled and/or the number of personnel employed. Flat Grants may 
be augmented through locally-raised revenue. 
Cubberley, as a result of his 1905 study at Columbia University 
mentioned earlier in this chapter, recommended this method. It was his 
view that the provision of adequate education is both a state and local 
responsibility especially when considering human needs which existed in all 
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school districts and the Inequities imposed between districts in their 
attempts to meet these needs. According to Jones (34, p. 36) this point 
of view was Qjbberley's chief contribution to school finance philosophy 
rather than the Flat Grant method he advocated based on the number of 
teachers employed and aggregate days' attendance. Cubberley was quite con­
tent to allow localities to tax at different rates. To lessen the problem 
of fiscal disparity he suggested that states set up a small special reserve 
fund which would be distributed to the few especially poor districts who 
could not meet the minimum demands of the state although they were taxing 
themselves to the maximum allowed by the law. This "solution" to fiscal 
disparity was far from equitable. As Benson notes (5, p. 159), "It is a 
cruel measure of equalization, moreover, that offers aid only when a dis­
trict cannot provide a 'minimum' of services at a 'maximum' tax rate." 
2. Rill State EVinding Full State Funding requires a payment 
from the state to the local district based on its number of pupils, and/or 
teachers. However, unlike the Flat Grant, it does not allow localities to 
spend any extra funds for education above the state-mandated amount. T^tal 
number of pupils and/or teachers is the factor in determining the size of 
the dollar grant, not the localities' ability to pay. 
Jones (34, pp. 30-35) indicates this plan was proposed by Henry 
C. Morrison, who taught at the University of Chicago during the 1920s and 
1930s, in a book entitled School Revenue, published in 1930. Morrison 
argued that the purpose of education was to prepare people for citizenship 
and therefore the burden of education should be borne by the state and 
school districts should be unified into one state system. 
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Traditionally, the fear of state control at the expense of local 
decision making and the stifling of local innovative adaptability, together 
with the practice of providing minimal school aid from the state level (17 
percent in the 1930s) combined to inhibit the general inçlementation of 
this method. In more recent years a growing number of school finance 
experts, as evidenced by Benson (5, pp. 163-166), have received Morrison's 
approach with favor. One such expert is Paul D. Cooper, Director of the 
Department of Fiscal Services for the State of Ifaryland. Cooper (10, 
pp. 337-356) anticipated the California Supreme Court Serrano decision in 
his remarks at the National Tax Association's sixty-fifth annual conference 
on taxation conducted during October, 1971 in Washington, D. C. He stated: 
Our first premise, then, is that equality of educa­
tional opportunity for any child must not be denied 
because his parents have fewer resources than others. 
or because the district in the state in \diich he lives 
has fewer resources than other districts.... 
We finally arrive, perhaps tortuously, at a second 
premise: 
Our present system of school finance. relying heavily 
upon foundation program equalization, does not assure 
equality of education opportunity. and, in fact, man­
dates inequality.... 
We can now state premise number three: 
Unless our national conscience can come to tolerate 
a proliferation of enclaves of educational privilege 
alongside enclaves of underprlvilege, we must move 
In the direction of state assumption of the full 
costs of public elementary and secondary education. 
Hazlett (21) advances four arguments in favor of full state fi­
nancing of schools. He indicates first, the state is the logical and 
legal unit to guarantee equal educational opportunity and program adequacy; 
second, the state can command revenues from a greater variety of sources 
than can the local level of government; third, the educational program 
quality of students in sparsely settled school districts or of low socio­
economic levels would be enhanced; and, lastly, greater efficiency and 
economy in the collection and distribution of taxes would result by elimi­
nating the administrative proliferation that now takes place as a result 
of the many localities now engaged in these costly activities. 
3. Percentage Equalizing Plan The Percentage Equalizing 
Plan is designed to make all localities within a state equally able to 
support any level of educational expenditure desired by the locality. As 
attested to by Jones (34, pp. 23-29), this plan was first formalized in 
1922 as a result of the work of Harlan P. Updegraff at the University of 
Pennsylvania. On the basis of studies in New York and Pennsylvania he 
developed a variable-level, equalized foundation program which directed 
attention to the need for greater emphasis on equalization while continu­
ing to stress the importance of stimulation. A major contribution of this 
plan was a method for measuring financial capacity based upon the equalized 
valuation of the various local school units. 
The weaknesses of this plan would be to allow poorer communities, 
often uninterested in education, to opt to tax and spend amounts below 
what the state considered to be a minimum necessity while wealthy dis­
tricts, usually responsive to the need for education, could opt for serv­
ices not essential to a basic school program and could receive state aid 
for "frills," thus the state might have to use tax money, collected from 
people in poor districts, to provide extras for the wealthy while these 
same poor districts do not have even an adequate minimum program. 
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4. The Straver-Haig Minimum Foundation Plan The purpose of 
the Foundation Plan is to make all districts equally able to support some 
level of education expenditure predetermined by the state. 
Jones (34, pp. 6-10) indicates George D. Strayer, a classmate of 
Cubberley, stayed on to teach at Columbia and together with a colleague, 
Robert Halg, following World War I conducted a study on school finance for 
the State of New York motivated by the renewed en^hasis placed upon educa­
tion as a hope for saving the world from future wars. They found the Flat 
Grant method endorsed by Cubberley and subsequently used in New York State 
was not entirely equitable. Variations in local wealth allowed some dis­
tricts to add more locally raised revenue to Flat Grants than other dis­
tricts creating inter-district disparities in per pupil expenditures. 
Paul Mart, according to Jones (34, pp. 11-20), a student of 
Strayer and later a professor at Columbia TMiversity's Teachers College, 
modified the Strayer-Haig Minimum Foundation Plan. His rationale was to 
foster adaptability, the capacity to institute changes within a system, by 
allowing local tax leeway while maintaining a fairly high percentage of 
state funding. locally raised taxes outside the mandates of the Foundation 
program would foster educational innovations in "lighthouse" districts 
(usually the wealthier ones) so as to provide educational leadership (light 
the way) for others. 
The key difference between this plan and the Percentage Equaliz­
ing Plan is this : Who decides the amount of total expenditure in which 
the state will share? The state or the locality? Under the Minimum 
Foundation Plan the amount is decided by the state, under Percentage 
Equalizing the total amount is decided by the locality. Under both plans 
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the state share varies with the local district's wealth measured by as­
sessed valuation per pupil, a criterion which is no longer constitutional. 
5. Guaranteed Tax Base The Guaranteed Tax Base Plan is 
designed to assure every district in the state a given tax yield based 
on its own locally determined tax rate. Like the Percentage Equalizing 
Plan the total dollar amount of educational expenditures in which the 
state shares is determined by the localities (34, p. 51). This method is 
subject to the same weakness cited in the Equalization Plan atxd because of 
the disparities in district wealth is an approach which the courts have 
recently declared unconstitutional. 
James (28, pp. 19-21), as a result of his doctoral dissertation which 
he concluded in 1958, was of the opinion that the criterion of equality 
"...appears to be the most important single factor in shaping the founda­
tion program, yet any observation of the operational aspects of school 
support programs will indicate that no foundation program is really equaliz­
ing either educational burdens or benefits, nor could be made to do so as 
it is presently defined." He went on to suggest that the popularity of 
the foundation program has come "not from equalizing among local units the 
costs of education borne by the property tax, but as a device for the allo­
cation by state legislatures of the costs of schools among several revenue 
sources." 
Iowa has had a long legislative history of attempting to provide 
equalization of support for public education. Truesdell's study (62, p. 49) 
indicated the Territorial Legislature passed a law in 1840 which emphasized 
equalization by shifting some of the educational costs previously borne 
by local townships and the Territorial Government to the county. Iftider 
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that law the county was required to levy real and personal property taxes 
equal to the amount received from the Territorial Government and apportion 
it among townships in terms of number of children between the ages of five 
and twenty-one years. 
The Iowa school law of 1858, reports Truesdell (62, p. 50), reiterated 
the necessity for the equalization of expenditures by specifying how county 
commissioners were to apportion revenues collected from fines, interest on 
the permanent school fund, and tax levies on the basis of number of school 
districts as well as on enumeration of children between ages five and 
twenty-one years. 
Smith (59, pp. 66-78), in reviewing the history of Iowa's efforts to 
finance public schools, indicates that categorical grants-in-aid were 
used by the Iowa legislature in the early decades of the 1900s. These 
were for special purposes and were accompanied by certain conditions which 
had to be fulfilled to qualify for funds. Smith indicates the evolution 
of the state school support program in Iowa followed the same pattern as 
that for the nation and passed through a number of distinct phases: 
categorical grants-in-aid to stimulate growth of educational programs and 
successive equalizing plans which incorporated reward for effort and mini­
mum foundation features. Smith divided the evolution of the Iowa school 
support program into three periods; 
1900-1922: Efforts to obtain and maintain state-
distributed funds which would encourage selected 
programs 
1922-1936: Preparation and study for the implementa­
tion of a state support program based upon the 
foundation program principle of equalization 
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1936-1965: Repeated attempts to obtain state funds 
distributed on a basis which would equalize edu­
cational opportunity and the taxes necessary to 
provide such a program 
Since the conclusion of Smith's study, another period may be added 
with the advent of the implementation of House File 121 in the 1971-72 
school year. As indicated in the introductory chapter of this work, Iowa's 
school support equalizing program is now characterized by a swing away from 
the previous percent equalizing methods and incorporates more of the fea­
tures of a minimum foundation plan. Grabinski's (17, pp. 161-164) analysis 
of a previous percent equalizing plan (Chapter 356, Iowa 62nd General As­
sembly) commonly referred to as House File 686, infers some of the reasons 
underlying the recent shift to the foundation aid approach. Grabinski 
projected financial data for Iowa school districts from the 1968-69 school 
year to the 1973-74 school year and concluded; 
1. Higher assessed valuation districts consistently had 
lower 1968-69 and 1973-74 millage levies, as a group, 
than did the medium and lower valuation districts. 
2. The low valuation districts, as a group, consistently 
had the lowest per pupil expenditures in 1968-69... 
3. The highest valuation, small and declining enrollment 
districts had, as a group...the largest increase in 
per pupil expenditures in 1968-69 to 1973-74. 
4. The state aid formula will not properly compute pro 
rata equalization aid above the thirty-five percent 
state aid level. 
5. The larger districts, generally, have low per pupil 
valuations. 
6. Approximately sixty-eight percent or three hundred 
six Iowa school districts currently have less than 
1,000 students enrolled. 
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7. Chapter 356 (House Bill 686) was approved to provide 
property tax relief. Ihis purpose has not been 
accomplished. 
Johnson (33) concurred with the Grabinski findings and, in addition, 
as a result of studying school districts in which a low assessed valuation 
per pupil caused a disparity in state support levels, concluded that "House 
File 686" was in effect generally penalizing school districts who were 
shown to: 
1. Offer more instructional units. 
2. Spend a smaller percentage of their budget on admin­
istration costs. 
3. Spend a greater percentage of their budget on 
instructional costs. 
4. Spend a smaller percentage of their budgets on 
other items besides administration and instruction. 
5. Have a higher census and a higher average daily 
membership. 
Iowa's present foundation plan as indicated by Murphy in the intro­
ductory statement of this work is far from perfected, if indeed consti­
tutional. It is doubtful if there is any clear-cut simple means for 
determining who pays and how much for public education. Hansen and 
Weisbrod (19, pp. 515-517), in commenting on the paucity of analyses con­
cerning means for determining the burden of taxes for a particular expen­
diture program, indicate that both the equi-proportional assumption and 
the marginal approach used in economic analysis are inadequate because of 
the arbitrariness of the first and the impossibility of meeting data 
requirements of the second. They state further: 
The tax-allocation problem is not eliminated even 
when "earmarked" taxes are involved in the finance 
of some public expenditure. If we want to determine 
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who is paying, at the margin, for, say, local public 
school expenditures, we need to ask whose taxes would 
be reduced (or increased) if public expenditures on 
schools were decreased (or increased). If expenditures 
were actually cut or even eliminated, however, there is 
little reason to believe that only the earmarked tax 
on real property would be cut. While this tax would 
doubtless be cut somewhat, so might other local and 
state taxes, and so might user charges for school 
books and instructional materials. 
The problem of equitable educational resource allocation becomes even 
more complicated when analyzed by special problems which face urban school 
systems. Grubb (18, pp. 1-12), in analyzing costs (in terms of taxes sup­
porting public education) and benefits (in terms of increased expected 
lifetime earnings due to education) as applies in the Boston, Bbssachusetts 
school system, one supported primarily from local property taxes and in 
part by state equalization aid, concluded from the economist's viewpoint 
that public education there benefits children from upper-income families 
more than poor children, and whites considerably more than non-whites. 
Berke (6) indicates another problem facing urban school systems is 
their increasing inability to support educational services from available 
tax sources. However, special problems also face rural school systems. 
Hornbostel (23) indicates sparsity of school populations, transportation, 
and adequate buildings are pressing problems in rural areas. 
Unresolved problems in state finance for education as may be observed 
from (Siio's recent experience have a way of reaching crisis dimensions. 
Myers and others (47, p. 42), in commenting on the 1971 Ohio crisis in 
the state and local revenue system for educational finance, have gener­
alized a coma-convulsion syndrome which in their opinion characterized 
Ohio's tax policy-making process of the past twenty-five years. They state: 
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...Ohio managed throughout most of this period to 
avoid confronting its fiscal problems. The growing 
inadequacy of revenues from the existing tax struc­
ture and the worsening inbalances ZffisZ in tax burdens 
were ignored or covered up as long as possible. ÎSien 
at last the political cost of continued inaction rose 
to the point where it exceeded the cost of doing some­
thing, the coma phase gave way to a year or more of 
convulsive maneuvering on tax policy which paralyzed 
the state legislature, racked the internal power 
structure of both parties, forced the administration 
to make drastic cuts in expenditures, and stirred the 
general public from its usual lethargy into a frenzy 
of letter writing, lobbying, and forming of "ad hoc" 
committees. 
One cannot avoid feeling that there must be a better 
way to make tax policy. If rational analysis offers 
any hope in dealing with social and economic problems, 
efforts must be made to substitute reasoned considera­
tion of policy issues and alternatives for the half-
baked and potentially disastrous solutions worked out 
in a spirit of desperation. 
One may anticipate ongoing and, for the immediate future, perhaps 
rapid change in the area of school finance legislation. The ability of 
the legislature to maintain the control required to achieve its desired 
goals for education under present conditions, while avoiding undesired 
outcomes, is of vital importance, if Iowa is not to sacrifice any of the 
desirable educational program parameters now attained. 
Systems Concept of Feedback as a Management Control Mechanism 
Peacock and Wiseman (50, p. 356) in a discussion of possible bases 
for educational resource allocation by policy makers find no evidence of 
one specific and overriding end (e.g., the fostering of economic growth) 
but are of the opinion that "...a set of value judgments about the relation 
of the education process to other social goals...are allowed to 'set the 
stage' for policy discussion by default rather than by reasoned argument." 
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It would seem, from a legislative point of view in addressing the 
question of how to reform our school finance system along enlightened and 
constitutional lines, a management information system for educational 
policy makers that is capable of predicting consequences of state finance 
decisions in terms of educational outcomes is of vital necessity if a con­
tinuance of the prevailing condition noted above by Peacock and Wiseman is 
to be avoided. Fortunately, management information systems theory is now 
sufficiently developed as to be operational and its function, according to 
the chairman of the board of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
J. R. Killian, Jr. (7, p. 235), is "to serve...government and private or­
ganization, thus helping to shape both public and private policy..." 
Bern (7, pp. 230-236) in 1967 took note of developments in the field 
of education utilizing systems methods in seeking solutions to problems. 
He states, "The most subtle of these developments is the change in the 
language of education. Technical words drawn from the terminology of 
information and communication theory and engineering permeate educational 
journals: feedback, input, output, information channels, bits, entropy, 
redundancy, lag, lead, etc." Bern goes on to state that the most signifi­
cant development in systems applications in the field of education up to 
that time was caused by the "near frenetic efforts of business and industry 
to relate to educational enterprises." To support this contention: he 
illustrates mergers involving twenty-one companies; quotes Raytheon's 
president, T. L. Phillips, following the purchase of D. C. Heath for 
$40,300,000, as stating in part, "We will now be able to build an inte­
grated capability--a systems approach."; and describes a typical weekly 
news magazine advertisement, in this instance placed by Sylvania, a 
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subsidiary of General Telephone and Electronics: 
Sylvania is designing "electronic systems for educa­
tion". ..completely integrated systems of educational 
communication. 
The federal government provided a major thrust in operationalizing 
management information systems for education utilizing, at the outset, 
monies provided under Section 505 of Title V, of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (Public law 89-10). Efforts thus supported 
ranged from developing planning concepts as may be noted in Purse's Compre­
hensive Planning in State Education Agencies (16) to the provision of 
electronic data processing equipment and development of integrated informa­
tion systems as may be noted in the Midwestern States Educational Informa­
tion Project (44). The development of electronic data processing 
approaches to data handling, storage, and retrieval in management systems 
for education in Iowa has been so rapid that the Sixty- fourth General 
Assembly passed an act (Senate File 1070) relating to the approval, coor­
dination, and supervision over electronic data processing for educational 
purposes. While there is a tendency not to differentiate between elec­
tronic data processing and management information systems, the two are not 
the same. Computers are one of many tools by which management information 
systems may be inç>lemented. 
To date, the primary use of computers in management information 
systems for education has been limited to six data subsystems: (1) student 
accounting, (2) personnel accounting, (3) program accounting, (4) financial 
accounting, (5) property accounting, and (6) community profile. In the 
field of policy formulation for state support of public education the com­
puter has helped planners develop a linear programming technique to examine 
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consequences of tax appropriation-allocation decisions. However, this tech­
nique, as Bruno (8, p. 381) points out, is constrained by dependence upon 
the state legislature to determine what, in its opinion, is the amount of 
total financial resources required to support an adequate educational pro­
gram. Bruno (8, p. 388), in addition to indicating the political limita­
tion imposed upon the technique, states that "...if property-tax relief is 
desired, along with more state aid to lower local-ability districts, it 
will be necessary to either appropriate more state funds for education, 
reduce the basic-aid amounts to high local-ability districts, eliminate 
uniform qualifying tax and replace with a variable tax, or consider com­
binations of all of the above." 
Matzke (39, pp. 14-15), in applying a modification of Bruno's tech­
nique, developed a linear programming model to optimize various objective 
functions of a foundation type state support program for Iowa public 
schools. Matzke stated that it was not the purpose of his study to deter­
mine the best possible foundation type support program for the State of 
Iowa. He indicates, "The educational decision makers must be willing to 
agree on a number of alternate concepts which may be useful in a state 
foundation program." While linear programming models provide information 
as to the economic input requirements pertinent to each of the aforesaid 
alternates, he concludes, the final decision as to which proposal to 
finance education is best will rest with the state legislature. 
These recent efforts in providing mathematical programming formulas 
made possible by computer technology may have masked the possible use of 
computers in implementing other management information techniques, namely 
that of providing rapid analyses of feedback required by legislative policy 
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makers in crystalizing decision-making value judgment criteria. The lack 
of such feedback capability was a factor in motivating McClure (40, 
pp. 2-14) when commenting on major issues in education to conclude, the 
dynamic forces of our society are generating changes in organization of 
school districts, programs, and services, ranging widely from the dense 
areas of the big cities to the sparse hinterlands which have lost popula­
tion in a magnitude in recent years that defies adequate adjustments. 
Anthony (3, pp. 113-116), in commenting on the problem of designing 
planning and control systems, indicates that computers and mathematical 
models cannot be the essence of the control system. Instead, he is of the 
opinion that the essence of any system is management control of finances. 
Feedback is the vehicle by which management is capable of determining 
which parts of the total system are in balance with one another. 
At the present time the type of feedback available to help legislative 
policy makers formulate decision-making criteria falls outside the systems 
concept of feedback as a management control mechanism. It exists in an 
incredible volume of general.position papers prepared by experts engaged 
in a dialogue of issues as they may impinge upon educational program 
areas. At times the experts engage in a study of past conditions in at­
tempting to 4raw conclusions that may apply to education in the future. 
At times they provide scenarios for education of the future which may coin­
cide with a particular philosophical outlook. For the most part, such 
feedback applies to the national scene and generalizes conclusions not 
specifically applicable in any one state. In addition, the publication 
of such feedback often requires years, while the quantity of it threatens 
to drown a potential consumer in words, making it appear that such 
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feedback is generated more to serve the academic needs of the experts than 
the functional needs of those for whom the information was intended. Two 
notable examples of this kind of feedback are: the National Educational 
Finance Project series, edited by Roe L. Johns and others with funds pro­
vided by the U. S. Office of Education under P.L. 89-10 and including 
volumes entitled Dimensions of Educational Need (30), Economic Factors 
Affecting the Financing of Education (31), and Planning to Finance Educa­
tion (32); and the Designing Education for the Riture series, edited by 
E. L. Msrphet and C. 0. Ryan with funds provided by the U. S. Office of 
Education under P.L. 89-10, and including volumes entitled Prospective 
Changes in Society by 1980 (41), Implications for Education of Prospective 
Changes in Society (42), and Planning and Effecting Needed Changes in 
Education (43). 
The present study is concerned with feedback as defined in management 
information systems theory: evaluative information which describes the 
functioning of a system and, when there are malfunctions, is used as a 
basis for revision or modification of the system. Hiis definition has been 
graphically depicted by Rrystal and Henrie (37, p. 9) as shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Classical System Diagram 
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Sklar and loup (58, pp. 153-154), in commenting on the importance of 
feedback processes in the financing of elementary and secondary education 
state : 
The dynamics of education finance are influenced by feed­
back processes. Feedback is an ubiquitous phenomenon in 
the social-managerial-political world of educational fi­
nance. Feedback exists whenever a decision sets in motion 
forces which bring about changes which affect the decision 
as it is subsequently made. It has been claimed that most 
if not every decision is made within such a feedback context. 
As has been shown in corporate decision-making, an under­
standing of feedback processes is important for being able 
to explain and predict processes of growth, of stabiliza­
tion, and of fluctuation. (Forrester, Industrial Dynamics, 
M.I.T. Press, 1961). In addition, it has been argued that 
when dealing with complex systems, such as elementary and 
secondary education financing, setting a policy which will 
persist for ten-twenty-or fifty years ought to be based 
upon a sound knowledge of feedback processes. Failure to 
consider feedback within complex socio-economic systems 
can produce results which are unexpected, ineffective, or 
directly contrary to the intention of the policy. That is, 
such complex systems have shown to be in some cases counter­
intuitive. (Jay W. Forrester, "Counter-Intuitive Behavior 
of Social Systems," Technology Review, January, 1971, Vol. 
73, No. 3, pp. 52-68). 
Stufflebeam et al. (61, pp. 41-50) indicate evaluative information 
(feedback) must exceed the minimal characteristics of validity, reli­
ability and objectivity science has traditionally imposed lipon information. 
Evaluative information must also be practical and prudential. Practical 
as characterized by: relevance (e.g., if the data collected are not re­
lated to the specific purposes underlying the need for their collection, 
they are useless), importance (e.g., a great deal of information nominally 
related to some purpose can be collected but the least important informa­
tion should be culled in order to highlight the most in^ortant informa­
tion), scope (e.g., information should not distort the ability of one to 
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perceive a situation by providing only a partial view of the situation), 
credibility (e.g., the degree of trust users of feedback have for those 
who provide it), timeliness (e.g., the best of information is useless if 
it comes too late), and pervasiveness (e.g., feedback should be dissemi­
nated to all persons who need to have it). Prudential is characterized 
primarily by efficiency (e.g., consideration of time, cost, and personnel 
requirement alternatives in collecting evaluative information. Stufflebeam 
et al. (61, p. 360) differentiates between specifying, obtaining, and pro­
viding evaluative information (feedback) as depicted in a context, input, 
process, product evaluation model shown in Figure 2. A simpler diagram 
depicting the systems concept of feedback (evaluative information) advo­
cated by Woodgate (67, pp. 306-307) is shown in Figure 3. 
Both figures illustrate the importance of program operations as a 
primary source of, in Stufflebeam's words, "...a continuous, systematic 
context evaluation mechanism that provides both congruence and contingency 
context data," and in Woodgate's words, "progress feedback." In the con­
text of school finance policy, Stufflebeam's program operations and 
Woodgate's project elements are equivalent to the public school systems. 
Utilizing the public school superintendents as a feedback source relative 
to the effects school finance legislation changes may have upon school 
programs could lead to the provision of evaluative information which by 
Stufflebeam's definition would be both practical and prudential. 
The feasibility of utilizing superintendents as an effective systems 
feedback source is signalled by a number of observations. 
Kennedy's 1971 study (35) of big city schools in America has already 
utilized superintendents as a feedback source as has the previously 
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mentioned Barken*s study of Iowa superintendents' attitudes, even though 
such feedback falls outside the systems definition. 
School superintendents are acquiring knowledge from the growing field 
of educational administration to help them deal more effectively with power 
structures, as may be assumed from Spiess' study (60) of community power 
study applications to educational administration by means of issue analysis. 
Bailey et al^. (4, p. 108), in a discussion of the political realities 
of state aid to education, argues that "schoolmen" as a feedback source are 
a key to survival. He states; 
The future of public education will not be determined 
by public need alone. It will be determined by those 
who can translate public need into public policy—by 
schoolmen in politics. Since the quality of our soci­
ety rests in large measure upon the quality of our 
public education, a widespread recognition that school­
men must be not only aware of politics, but influential 
in politics, may be the key to our survival as a free 
and civilized nation. 
Rozzell's study (55, pp. 1-2) on the place of lobbying in the politics 
of education indicates, "...there is no alternative to the conçelling 
responsibility of school administrators to lobby. ...lobbying /unsolicited 
feedback insofar as it helps to place first-hand facts and reliable argu­
ments before members of the legislative bodies may be of great assistance 
and is indispensable. However, to the extent that biased information is 
given which may unduly influence legislators who do not verify its claims, 
such lobbying is decidedly pernicious. ...The superintendent is in a posi­
tion to exercise two recognized means of control: Authority and influence. 
Authority is the power given to the individual by the system. As the 
administrative head of his school system the administrator occupies a posi­
tion of authority. This adds to the prestige and credibility of his point 
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of view. Influence is the amount of power an individual has by virtue of 
control of or access to resources relevant to the proposed social action— 
legislative action. The capacity of the superintendent to influence legis­
lative action to a greater extent than that which springs from his authority 
is determined by his personality, his attitudes and his abilities. His 
influence is due to such factors as reputation, skill in handling people, 
special knowledge not only of the school system but also of the social 
system, dependability, willingness to become involved and courage." 
Senator Joseph Flatt's remarks (14, pp. 271-274) at a conference on 
education called by Iowa Governor Robert D. Ray in 1969 concerning the 
problems faced by Iowa legislators in making budgetary allocation deci­
sions stated, "...You've got to really relate to us—we legislators stand 
someplace between the educator, the recipient, the state departments and 
the taxpayers—or you won't get the dollar." 
The State Superintendent of Public Instruction (25), while addressing 
the Advisory Council and the Coordinating Committee for the Improvement of 
Education in Iowa, remarked on his concern for the whole area of school 
finance. Quoting from the minutes of that meeting, "He said every school 
administrator needs to be concerned about this and the directions that are 
being taken. School administrators will have to be the leaders in school 
finance in the state. If they are not, some things are going to happen to 
the quality of education in the State of Iowa. ...We must also assess the 
effects of H. F. 654 upon the educational programs in our schools." 
Although one may cite evidence to support the use of superintendents 
as a feedback source, because of their unique position to provide the 
kind of information legislative policy makers may require in seeking 
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answers to the effects of legislative policy decisions upon school programs, 
one observes that the legislature has initiated no organized attempt to do 
so. In a recent major Iowa newspaper article written by Doak (12), a situa­
tion involving the inability of a legislative study committee to recommend 
new efforts toward school reorganization in Iowa described the opposing 
viewpoints as stated primarily by Representative Grassley and Senator 
Conklin. Nowhere was it mentioned how these viewpoints were motivated, 
leaving the reader to speculate on the existence of any organized formal 
effort to utilize a primary source of information, i.e., superintendents' 
feedback. 
The present lack of an organized use of superintendents as a feedback 
source by the legislature in dealing with policy-making decisions may be 
because superintendents' ability to provide valid perceptions is suspect. 
This study is concerned with providing insight addressed to the ability of 
superintendents to objectively perceive the effect of school finance legis­
lation upon educational programs of school districts. 
In summary, developing concepts of equal educational opportunity 
together with difficulties encountered with present school finance legis­
lation provide a context in which the organized use of feedback from school 
superintendents may be of inestimable value to legislators as they test 
possible school finance legislation modifications for educational program 
outcomes. This study explores the objectivity with which school superin­
tendents perceive the effect of present finance legislation upon school 
programs and similarities and differences between their perceptions in an 
effort to indicate if they can serve as a viable legislative feedback 
source. 
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METHOD OP PROCEDURE 
The research design selected to study the use of superintendents as a 
viable legislative feedback source required the development of a survey 
instrument which would allow an analysis of superintendents' responses 
directed to ascertaining: (1) their knowledge of identified disparities 
and inequities in Iowa's current school finance plan, (2) comparisons of 
their perceptions of the effects of the present school finance program 
upon specific education program entities by selected polar demographic 
characteristics of school districts, and (3) by the same demographic com­
parisons, the manner in which, on the average, they rank ordered specific 
education program entities as having been either helped or hindered by the 
state finance program now in effect. In addition, the research design 
selected anticipated: (1) the possibility of accommodating feedback which 
might necessitate the grouping of superintendents in a variety of ways 
(e.g., random samples, stratified random samples, specific school district 
demographic populations), (2) efficient data collection, and (3) appro­
priate data analysis procedures. The development of the research design 
is explicated in the following sections of this chapter. 
Development of the Survey Instrument 
The pros and cons of utilizing a mail survey as a source of this 
study's input data were carefully considered by the investigator. Kerlinger 
(36, p. 397) indicates the chief defect of mail questionnaires is the low 
rate of return. He states, "At best, the researcher must content himself 
with returns as low as 50 or 60 percent." He attributes to Parten (49) 
the conclusions that, as a result of low returns in mail questionnaires. 
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valid generalizations cannot be znade and findings of such surveys are al­
most Invariably open to question. The investigator's belief that the 
degree of interest superintendents exhibit for questions relating to school 
finance, assurance of anonymity to respondents, use of a university office 
as a mail drop, relatively brief response time required to complete the 
survey instrument, in addition to the certainty method response format 
solicited for questionnaire items, would contribute to a high percent of 
return was justified. The actual percent of responses exceeded the cri­
terion suggested by Kerlinger in his statement, "If mall questionnaires are 
used, every effort should be made to obtain returns of at least 80 to 90 
percent or more, and lacking such returns, to leam something of the char­
acteristics of the nonrespondents." 
The suggestions made by Parten (49, pp. 384-386) concerning question­
naire content, length, appearance, cover letter and follow-up procedures 
were utilized as may be evidenced from the specimen survey instrument and 
initial contact letter of transmittal displayed in Appendix A and the 
follow-up letter of transmittal sent with the survey instrument displayed 
in Appendix B. 
Of major Import, the constraints imposed by the Investigator's 
limited economic resources made the mail survey technique highly desirable 
because of cost-sample size ratio, and simplified data processing which it 
afforded. 
The survey instrument was organized into two basic parts. The first 
part, consisting of the first ten items, was designed to test superinten­
dents' knowledge of disparities and inequities in Iowa's current school 
finance plan. Murphy's (46, pp. 37-39) analysis of Iowa's present school 
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finance plan was used to provide a factual source of information and the 
caveats he reported, as noted in the first chapter, were used to design 
eleven knowledge test items. Three Department of Public Instruction 
finance experts, each having a thorough understanding of the school finance 
plan having been employed for the past three years In providing legislative 
comnittees and Department administrators with analyses of state finance 
plan effects upon school district budgets, independently responded to the 
eleven items. Five of the items were designed to solicit negative responses 
as correct answers and six were designed to solicit positive responses. The 
three experts agreed on ten of the Items in the manner in which Murphy's 
analysis indicated. They differed on the eleventh item. The investigator 
discarded this item as probably biased due to the way in which it was 
worded by the investigator in an attempt to convey one of the points made 
in the Murphy analysis. The remaining ten items were deemed to be inter­
nally valid due to the economist's analysis upon which they were based and 
to have face validity due to the agreement displayed by the Independent 
responses of experts to them. A criterion of knowledgeablllty was required 
and upon the advice of his graduate advisor and other professors knowledge­
able in the area of tests and measurements which he sought, the investi­
gator decided to utilize the responses of a panel of six knowledgeables 
engaged in the field of school finance, who did not have previous access 
to Murphy's analysis, for this purpose. Four professors who taught educa­
tional school finance at the graduate level in three Iowa universities, 
one professor of school law in an Iowa university, and a paid officer of a 
professional association of Iowa school administrators were selected. The 
latter two and one of the professors vÂio taught school finance in addition 
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to the expertise provided by their vocations were members of the Advisory 
Council and the Coordinating Committee for the Improvement of Education in 
Iowa during the 1971-1972 school year in which the present school finance 
plan was frequently discussed. The ten knowledge items were presented in 
the same order in which they were presented to the Department of Public 
Instruction experts with the exception of the item which was deleted, and 
the order in which they elicited correct responses was as follows: 
1: Disagree; 2: Disagree; 3: Agree; 4: Agree; 5: Agree; 6; Disagree; 
7: Agree; 8: Disagree; 9: Agree; 10: Disagree. The correct responses made 
by the panel of six knowledgeables yielded a mean score of 8.16, with a 
variance of .567. Their responses to each of the ten items are shown in 
Table 1. A plus symbol indicates a correct response. The panel members 
are not numbered in the order in which they are described above. All 
members of the panel responded correctly to items three, four, five, six 
and nine, while four members missed item number eight, three missed item 
number seven, two missed item number two, and one missed item number one 
and item number ten. 
The second part of the survey instrument was designed to elicit super­
intendents' perceptions of the effect of the current state finance plan 
upon selected areas of their school districts' 1972-1973 educational pro­
grams. The program areas selected for study were suggested from a number 
of sources. In early April of 1971, the Iowa State Education Association 
(I.S.E.A.) reported on a School Program and Personnel Survey which was 
conducted to "ascertain what effects the property tax freeze and budget 
limitations will have on school districts for the 1971-72 school year." 
The Association's report was prepared from a seventy-six percent response 
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Table 1. Knowledge item responses by panel of knowledgeables 
Item 
number 1 2 
Panel 
3 
member 
4 5 6 
1 + + + + + 
2 + + + + 
3 + + + + + + 
4 + + + + + + 
5 + + + + + + 
6 + + + + + + 
7 + + + 
8 + + 
9 + + + + + + 
10 + + + + + 
Number 
correct 8 8 9 7 9 8 
Average number of correct responses: 8.16 
Variance: .567 
Standard deviation: . 753 
and the results were published in a document which was entitled Research 
Bulletin. The Iowa State Department of Public Instruction, in pursuance of 
its responsibilities as specified in Code of Iowa, Chapter 257, believed it 
advisable to survey all of the school districts with a more extensive 
evaluation than that which was accomplished by the I.S.E.Â., and at a 
time following local school budget approval. It was believed that such 
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timing would provide a basis for local school administrators to make more 
valid replies. The evaluation instrument used by the Department of Public 
Instiructlon was developed from an initial survey to county and local school 
superintendents who stated their opinions relative to the implications of 
House File 121 for education in Iowa. Fifty percent of the county super­
intendents and over thirty-eight percent of school district superintendents 
reported concerns vAich were tallied by a Department research team. In 
addition, the professional staff of the Department of Public Instruction 
were asked to submit concerns to which the Department survey instrument 
should be addressed. The Department research team combined items from the 
I.S.E.Â. report, initial survey of local and county superintendents' con­
cerns, and the professional staff of the Department, to form the first 
draft of an evaluation instrument. This draft was then presented to the 
Department Cabinet which is composed of the Deputy State Superintendent and 
the six Associate Superintendents of the Department. The instrument was 
modified in keeping with suggestions made by the Cabinet and on September 
15, 1971, was presented to the Advisory Council and Coordinating Conmittee 
for the Improvement of Education in Iowa. This group is composed of the 
chairmen from each of the sixteen areas representing all school adminis­
trators in the state, representatives from the four universities in Iowa 
offering graduate programs in education, and the Executive Committee of the 
Iowa Association for School Administrators. Again, after modification 
according to suggestions given, the evaluation instrument was sent to 
Advisory Council and Coordinating Committee members for verification. 
Following the incorporation of final suggestions offered, the instrument 
was printed and transmitted with an appropriate cover letter to all school 
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district superintendents in the state. The Department of Public Instruc­
tion received a one hundred percent response and prepared a descriptive 
analysis of responses made by superintendents relating to their percep­
tions of the effects of H. F. 121 upon selected areas of their educational 
programs. 
Because present school finance legislation is an extension of the con­
ditions established in H. F. 121, as indicated by Murphy, this investigator 
selected educational program areas which were reported to be of most con­
cern by superintendents in the Department of Public Instruction's descrip­
tive survey findings. Items eleven through twenty are focused on these 
program areas, while the last item, twenty-one, requests superintendents 
to Indicate the rank order in which program areas were either helped or 
hindered by the present school finance plan. 
While special instructions for completing item twenty-one were printed 
on the survey instrument, the certainty method response format as described 
in Warren and others (65) was utilized for recording superintendents' 
responses to the other twenty items in the instrument. This format pro­
vided for responses along an eleven point continuum which could be expanded 
to a sixteen point continuum by weighting Intervals between polar responses 
and was selected in lieu of a three or five point continuum response format 
because of its ability to better discriminate kind of differences as well 
as degree of differences reported by respondents. The reason that observa­
tions appear only in the eleven columns of the response scale in the 
illustrated distribution of responses shown in figures in the next chapter 
Is because the scale was expanded to a sixteen point continuum showing 
larger intervals between scalar values at the poles and smaller intervals 
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between mid-scalar values. This expanded scale allowed more discrete 
differences between mean response values to be shown. 
The certainty method response format was utilized for the first ten 
items merely to indicate correctness of response by direction of response 
given, while for the next ten items it was utilized to Indicate the kind 
and degree of response given. The use of this one response format for 
the first twenty items negated the necessity of a mode of response shift 
by superintendents following the first ten items and, in addition, helped 
mask the knowledge measurement purpose of the first part of the instrument, 
resulting in a lessening of superintendents' apprehensiveness in returning 
completed survey instruments. 
Selection of the Samples and Populations 
One hundred forty-eight superintendents were selected to be surveyed 
in this study by a variety of techniques. Some of these superintendents, 
because of the characteristics of their school districts, were used in. more 
than one classification for study. 
The first classification studied consisted of a random sample of super­
intendents drawn from the overall 1972-1973 population of Iowa public 
school district superintendents. A frame representing all 452 public 
school districts was constructed with each arranged in order by county 
number and district number within county, from lowest to highest. The 
school districts thus ordered were each assigned a number in sequence rang­
ing from 1 to 432. The table of random numbers in Wallis and Roberts 
(64, pp. 632-635) and the coin-flipping method described on page 631 of 
that work was used to find the point of entry into the tables from ^ ich 
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fifty three-digit numbers (counting zeros) were drawn without replacement. 
These represented the school districts to which like sequence numbers were 
assigned and the superintendents of these school districts were chosen for 
the random sample from which results of responses made to the survey ques­
tionnaire items would be generalized to the 1972-1973 school year popula­
tion of public school superintendents. This sample represented over eleven 
percent of the aforesaid population. Forty-seven survey instruments were 
returned by superintendents in this sample, representing a ninety-four 
percent return. 
As noted in the preceding chapter and due to the degree of concern 
shown by Murphy, Hazlett, Grabinski, Johnson, Kennedy, Berke, Hombostel 
and Grubb for existing disparities and inequities of school finance be­
tween large (urban) and small (rural) school systems, together with the 
possible introduction of even greater divergence by seeking property tax 
relief and greater aid to low-ability systems via linear programming tech­
niques, as noted earlier by Bruno, the investigator chose to stratify 
school districts by size and draw random samples which would allow results 
of sample responses to be generalized to the superintendent populations 
represented by respective size strata. The districts were arbitrarily 
divided into two strata, which represented "large" schools and "small" 
schools with two thousand being selected as the enrollment figure which 
divided the continuum of school districts into "large" and "small" 
schools. The two thousand enrollment figure was selected because it is 
the point which, roughly, equally divides the total number of pupils en­
rolled in the Iowa public schools (K-12). The 1971-1972 school enrollment 
figures provided to the Iowa State Department of Public Instruction were 
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assigned to the schools arrayed in the frame previously described and 
schools were drawn at random by the previously described method until 
twenty-five "large" and twenty-five "small" schools were identified and 
their superintendents were listed for inclusion in the survey. Superinten­
dents who were also drawn in the previous sample were noted, to control the 
possibility of sending them more than one survey instrument. This was also 
done for superintendents who were selected more than once for the popula­
tions to be described next. All twenty-five superintendents representing 
the sample of "large" schools returned completed survey instruments, while 
twenty-four of the twenty-five superintendents representing the sample of 
"small" schools returned completed survey instruments for a survey return 
of one hundred percent and ninety-six percent, respectively. 
From the concerns expressed in the professional literature, cited in 
part in the previous chapter, the investigator chose to analyze the percep­
tions of superintendents from school districts which had; (1) the greatest 
percent 1971-1972 increased enrollment, (2) the greatest percent 1971-1972 
decreased enrollment, (3) highest 1971-1972 average per pupil cost, (4) the 
lowest 1971-1972 average per pupil cost, (5) the highest 1971-1972 average 
per pupil valuation, (6) the lowest 1971-1972 average per pupil valuation, 
(7) the greatest increased percent 1971-1972 enrollment and lower then 
1971-1972 state average per pupil costs, and (8) the greatest decreased 
percent 1971-1972 enrollment and higher than 1971-1972 state average per 
pupil costs. 
Governed by the limitations imposed by available time in which to con­
duct this study to allow the findings to be maximally utilized, and by 
economic constraints of available resources, the investigator arbitrarily 
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chose twenty-one as the number of superintendents to represent each of the 
aforesaid eight demographically different school district populations. The 
superintendents were identified in the following manner : 
(1) The 452 Iowa public school districts were divided into seven 
enrollment size classifications as established by the State Department of 
Public Instruction data collection procedures and utilizing 1971-1972 
school year enrollment figures supplied to that Department. The size 
classifications represented the following enrollments: I: 499 or less; 
II; 500 to 749; III: 750 to 999; IV: 1000 to 1499; V: 1500 to 1999; 
VI: 2000 to 2999; VII: 3000 or more. 
(2) Percent increased and decreased enrollments, average per pupil 
cost, and average per pupil valuation school district data for the 1971-
1972 school year were secured from the Department of Public Instruction. 
(3) School districts within each of the seven size classifications 
noted above,were ordered from lowest to highest for each of the data char­
acteristics noted above, and the three districts from the appropriate end 
of each continuum were selected from which to identify superintendents 
comprising the previously described populations. One modification of the 
procedure was used to identify superintendents from 1) school districts 
with greatest increased percent enrollment and lower than state average 
per pupil costs and 2) school districts with greatest decreased percent 
enrollment and higher than average state per pupil costs. In selecting 
these two populations the school districts were ordered within each of the 
seven size classifications according to the percent increased enrollment 
continuum and the percent decreased enrollment continuum. Then starting 
at the high end of each continuum respectively, the first three school 
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districts that had less than state average per pupil costs no matter to 
what degree, and the first three school districts that had greater than 
state average per pupil costs no matter to vbat degree, were chosen and 
their superintendents selected to con^rise the aforesaid populations. 
(4) The three superintendents chosen from each of the seven size 
classifications, as just described, were combined to form populations 
numbering twenty-one superintendents each. 
Of the twenty-one superintendents in the population of school 
districts with greatest percent increased enrollment, twenty-one returned 
completed survey instruments for a one hundred percent response. 
Of the twenty-one superintendents in the population of school 
districts with greatest percent decreased enrollment, twenty returned com­
pleted survey instruments for a response of more than ninety-five percent. 
Of the twenty-one superintendents in the population of school 
districts with highest average per pupil costs, and the twenty-one super­
intendents in the population of school districts with lowest average per 
pupil costs, twenty in each case returned completed survey instruments for 
a response of more than ninety-five percent per population. 
Of the twenty-one superintendents in the population of school 
districts with highest average per pupil valuation, twenty-one returned 
completed survey instruments for a one hundred percent response. 
Of the twenty-one superintendents in the population of school 
districts with lowest average per pupil valuation, twenty superintendents 
returned completed survey instruments for a response of more than ninety-
five percent. 
Of the twenty-one superintendents in the population of school 
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districts with the greatest percent increased enrollment and lower than 
state average per pupil costs and the twenty-one superintendents in the 
population of school districts with the greatest percent decreased enroll­
ment and higher than state average per pupil costs, in each case, twenty 
superintendents returned completed survey instruments for a response of 
more than ninety-five percent per population. 
Collection of the Data 
The survey instrument and personalized cover letter shown in ^ pendix 
Â, together with a self-addressed staiiq>ed envelope, were mailed on September 
18, 1972, to 148 school district superintendents representing the school 
districts selected in the samples and populations previously described. 
Only one instrument was sent to superintendents from school districts that 
were selected in more than one sample or population which accounts for the 
relatively low number (non-repeated) of survey instruments mailed. Ten 
days later a personalized follow-up letter, as shown in Appendix B, to­
gether with survey instrument and self-addressed, stan^ed envelope were 
mailed to non-respondents. During the first week of October, twelve super­
intendents who had not responded were telephoned and were requested to do 
so and survey instruments accompanied by suitably dated and personalized 
cover letters, shown in Appendix B, and self-addressed, stasqted envelopes 
were mailed. By October 20 no returns were received during the preceding 
five-day period and the survey was deemed concluded. The survey returns 
which were described earlier in this chapter are summarized in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Summary of survey returns 
Number Percent 
returned returned 
First mailing 110 
Second mailing follow-up 26 
Final mailing follow-up 6 
Totals 142 95.9 
Analysis of the Data 
The following chapter is organized to allow the reader to make visual 
comparisons between all samples and populations with regard to their mean 
responses for: the knowledge portion of the survey instrument, each of the 
ten educational program areas selected, and the manner in which selected 
educational program areas were rank ordered as having been either helped 
or hindered by the present school finance plan. The figures provided in 
the chapter which display each of the aforesaid comparisons will be accom­
panied by text reporting; the inferential findings of a variety of statis­
tical treatments applied to the samples, and the conclusions drawn from 
applying specified criteria to the populations. 
Analyzing the knowledge portion of the instrument 
In addition to noting the values of mean responses, the statistical 
treatment selected to test the significance of mean difference between the 
random sample of superintendents at large and the criterion mean estab­
lished by knowledgeables for responses to the knowledge portion of the 
instrument is the t test reported in Ostle (48, p. 113). The model of 
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this test is as follows: 
-(j - /^ S% 
This treatment is also used to test the significance of mean difference 
between the random sample of superintendents from "large" school districts 
(as defined) with the criterion mean established by knowledgeables, and 
the significance of mean difference between the random sample of superin­
tendents from "small" school districts (as defined) with the criterion mean 
established by knowledgeables for responses to the knowledge portion of the 
instrument. 
The statistical treatment selected to test the significance of mean 
difference between the samples of superintendents from "large" and "small" 
school districts for responses to the knowledge portion of the instrument 
is the separate variance t model repo_rted in Popham (52, p. 145). 
This model was selected in lieu of the pooled variance t ooéel becau&e in 
testing the homogeneity of the two population variances represented by the 
sample variances derived from responses of superintendents in the "large" 
and "small" school districts of .95 and 2.24 respectively, the calculated 
F of 2.357 exceeded the tabled value of F as reported in Popham (52, p. 400) 
at the appropriate degrees of freedom at the five percent level of 
significance. 
The means and standard deviations for knowledge responses made by 
paired populations selected on the basis of polar demographic character­
istics are provided to indicate actual differences between paired polar 
populations and for arbitrary comparison to the criterion mean and 
60 
standard deviation established by knowledgeables as well as to the mean and 
standard deviation established by superintendents in the overall, "large" 
and "small" random samples. 
As a result of evaluating the aforesaid cosçarisons, the investigator 
draws conclusions upon which the answer to question one, posed in the first 
chapter, is based. 
Analyzing the educational program area items 
Each of the educational program area items is analyzed separately. 
For each, the mean response and distribution of responses is displayed for 
all of the superintendent groupings studied to allow visual inspection of 
data between groups. 
Ihe investigator uses the responses of superintendents in the overall 
random saiiç>le as an estimate of the response of superintendents at large. 
Responses of superintendents in "small" and "large" school district samples 
are treated as estimates of superintendents in the respective size strata 
represented and are subjected to an appropriate statistical treatment to 
infer significance of mean response differences. Responses of superinten­
dents in the remaining population groups are descriptive. Analyses are 
made to test the hypotheses constructed to answer question two posed in 
the first chapter. 
To test for significant differences of mean responses between the 
samples representing superintendents of "large" and "small" school dis­
tricts , the agree or disagree portion of the response scale at which the 
mean response for each sample falls will be noted and, in addition, the 
differences of the way in which the responses are distributed between each 
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sample will be tested using the Kblmogorov-Smirnov two sample non-parametric 
test which is sensitive to all types of differences that may exist between 
the two distribution functions. This test procedure is described in Gonever 
(9, pp. 308-314) and is not affected by the lack of normal distribution of 
responses elicited by the certainty method response format, e.g., from 
respondents who are very certain of their responses. Further, the four 
assumptions underlying the use of this test are met: both samples are ran­
dom samples from their respective populations: the two samples are mutually 
independent; the measurement scale is at least ordinal; and if the random 
variables are discrete, the test is still valid but becomes conservative. 
To test for significant differences of mean responses between popula­
tions paired by polar demographic characteristics, the investigator 
utilizes the actual differences between mean responses, as well as a com­
parison of response modes and distributions. 
Conclusions concerning perceptions of school superintendents in rela­
tion to each of the program areas studied are drawn by the investigator 
to exemplify legislative feedback possibilities. 
Analyzing the effect of the school finance plan upon selected educa­
tion program areas from superintendents' responses to item twenty-one of 
the survey instrument takes the form of comparing for each group of super­
intendents the average rank order of the manner in which they perceived 
educational program areas to be affected. The average rank order is used 
to offset the possible effects of a small number of responses to item 
twenty-one by superintendents in each group which were not made in keeping 
with the instructions given. This may have been caused by a shift in 
response format following item twenty. 
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In cosqjuting the average rank ordering, the investigator assigned a 
weight of ten to -i±ejns to vdilch respondents assigned the highest priority 
of one, a weighting of nine to items which were rank ordered as two, and 
so on. This allowed a weighting of zero to items which respondents, in 
keeping with the survey instrument instructions, chose not to rank order. 
While the overall sample of superintendents is used to infer how, on 
the average, superintendents in general rank order the manner in which 
program areas are affected, Kendall's Tau method as described in Conover 
(9, pp. 249-250) is used as the appropriate statistical treatment to test 
significance of the difference between how, on the average, superinten­
dents from samples of "large" and "small" school districts rank ordered 
the effect of the school finance plan upon the selected educational pro­
gram areas in their districts. Average rank order responses of superin­
tendents from paired polar populations of school districts are compared 
on a descriptive basis. 
Conclusions drawn are used to further exemplify the legislative 
feedback possibilities which may be made utilizing superintendents as 
a feedback source. 
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DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS 
The discussion of the findings will follow the format of the survey 
instrument. 
In seeking an answer to the question. Are public school superinten­
dents capable of perceiving the effects upon financing education brought 
about by changes in state support legislation?, the following hypothesis 
was tested; Iowa public school superintendents* responses to test items 
concerning the effects of H. F. 654 (as modified by H. F. 1269) upon school 
district educational programs taken from a trained economist's analysis of 
such effects, will not significantly differ from responses made to such 
test items by selected school, finance knowledgeables. The first ten items 
of the survey instrument, as described earlier, were utilized for this 
purpose. The mean response of 8.16 made by school finance knowledgeables 
was used as a criterion against which to compare the mean responses of 
school district superintendents, as shown in Figure 4. 
From a visual inspection of Figure 4, one perceives two striking find­
ings. First, the mean responses of superintendents in all of the groups 
differ very slightly from the criterion mean. Second, in all but two of 
the groups the dispersion of individual responses (as measured by standard 
deviation) is from two to three times as great as that of the criterion 
group. 
The t test (48, p. 113) used to test the significance of the slight 
mean difference noted between the overall random sample (N=47) of super­
intendents and the criterion mean yielded a t of 3.827** rejecting the 
null hypothesis , indicating that the slight difference could not 
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reasonably be attributed to chance. The same t test conducted respectively 
for the sample of superintendents from "large" school districts (N=25) and 
from "small" school districts (N=24) with the criterion mean yielded a t of 
0.401 (not significant) and a t of 2.369* respectively. One may infer from 
these results: (1) no statistically significant difference between the 
mAATi response of superintendents from "large" school districts and the cri­
terion mean response (i.e., one might reasonably assume the knowledge 
displayed on the a^jerage by these superintendents was equal to that dis­
played by the knowledgeables), and (2) while the slight difference noted 
between the mean response for superintendents representing "small" school 
districts and the criterion mean response did not denigrate the average 
knowledge level displayed by "small" school district superintendents, the 
slight difference could not be alluded to chance at a probability level of 
ninety-five times out of one hundred, even though one might make such an 
inference at a probability level of ninety-nine times out of one hundred. 
An additional t test (52, p. 145) to compare the differences between 
the mean responses of randomly selected superintendents from the stratified 
"large" and "small" schools was conducted. The t statistic calculated of 
of 1.78 was insufficient to reject the interpolated t value of 2.0665, as 
described by Popham (52, p. 148). 
The investigator was unable to reject the null hypothesis Xi"Xz.» 
thus the difference between the mean responses of superintendents from the 
"large" and "small" school district samples may have occurred by chance. 
In seeking an answer to the question, Do^ public school superintendents 
perceive the effects of school finance legislation upon their 1972-1973 
school budget decisions in the same way or are there significant demographic 
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differences by school district characteristics such as size, enrollment 
status, average per pupil cost, or assessed valuation per pupil?, six 
hypotheses, noted as 2A through 2F in the first chapter, were constructed. 
The first five were tested with survey instrument items numbered ten 
through twenty, while the last hypothesis was tested with survey instrument 
item twenty-one. The development of these items has been noted in the pre­
ceding chapter. The findings will be discussed In sequence for each of the 
survey items, numbers eleven through twenty-one. 
One perceives from a visual inspection of Figure 5 that, on the aver­
age, superintendents from all groups studied disagree with the statement. 
Present state school finance legislation helped improve the quality of 
my school district's educational program, for the 1972-1973 school year. 
The Kolmogorev-Smimov two sample test was used to study the distribu­
tion of responses between the randomly selected superintendents from the 
stratified samples of "large" and "small" school districts. The null 
hypothesis of this test may be stated as: There is no significant differ­
ence between the distribution functions of the populations represented by 
the sançles. The alternative hypothesis indicates a difference in the 
distribution functions for at least one observation. The null and alterna­
tive hypotheses are written as: 
Hq: F(x) = G(x) for all x from - oo to . 
F(x) ^  G(x) for at least one value of x. 
The T^ test criterion was computed for large sample approximation at the 
.95 level of significance (9, p. 401) and was found to be .38869. The 
calculated T^ statistic for the samples yielded .11831, thus failing to 
ITEM 11 :  Presen t  s t a te  school  f inance  l eg i s la t ion  he lped  improve  the  qua l i ty  of  my school  d i s t r i c t ' s  educa t iona l  program for  the  
^972-73  school  year .  
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reject the null hypothesis allowing for the reasonable assumption to be 
made that no significant difference exists between response distributions 
of the populations represented by the two samples. 
Inspection of Figure 5 indicates the mode of responses for each of the 
populations (as with the samples) occurs at the disagree polar extremity of 
the scale. This, together with an inspection of the distribution of re­
sponses, supports the validity of mean responses noted, and negates any 
contention that the mean responses were due to a few disproportionately 
weighted responses. 
Figure 6 illustrates that, on the average, superintendents from all 
groups studied agree with the statement, Present state school finance 
legislation limited me and my staff in making recommendations to the school 
board for improvements in the 1972-1973 educational program. 
The Kolmogorev-Smimov two sample test for the response distributions 
between superintendents from the "large" and "small" school districts 
yielded a T^ statistic of .10667, which was insufficient to reject the null 
hypothesis. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that no significant differ­
ence exists between response distributions in the populations represented 
by these samples. 
The mode of responses, as shown in Figure 6, for each of the popula­
tions (as with the samples) occurs at the agree polar extremity of the 
scale, supporting the validity of the mean response locations. 
Figure 7 illustrates that, on the average, superintendents from all 
but one of the groups studied agree with the statement. Present state 
school finance legislation had ^  curtailing effect upon staffing for the 
1972-1973 school year. The mean response of the superintendents from the 
ITEM 12 ;  Presen t  s t a te  school  f inance  l eg i s la t ion  l imi ted  me and  my s t a f f  In  making  recommendat ions  to  the  school  board  fo r  improve­
ments  in  1  he  1972-73  educa t iona l  p rogram.  
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Figure  6 .  Means  and  Dis t r ibu t ions  of  Responses  by  Group  to  Ques t ionna i re  I tem Number  12  
ITEM 138  Presen t  s t a te  school  f inance  l eg i s la t ion  had  a  cur ta i l ing  e f fec t  upon  s ta f f ing  for  the  1972-73  school  year  
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Figure 7. Means and Distr ibutions of Responses by Group to Questionnaire Item Number 13 
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population of school districts with greatest percent increased enrollment 
and lower than average state per pupil costs indicated that as a group they 
neither agree nor disagree with the statement. The fifty-fifty percent 
distribution of responses in that population at opposing sides of the scale 
indicates that the mean response is a non-sequitur in that half the super­
intendents in the population agree while the other half disagree. 
The Kolmogorev-Smimov two sample test for the response distributions 
between superintendents from "large" and "small" school districts yielded 
a T^ statistic of 6.8338, which was insufficient to reject the null hy­
pothesis. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that no significant difference 
exists between response distributions in the populations represented by 
the two samples. The mode of responses, as shown in Figure 7, with the 
exception of the population cited above, for each of the populations (as 
with the samples) occurs at the agree polar extremity of the scale, sup­
porting the validity of the mean response locations. 
Figure 8 illustrates that, on the average, superintendents from all 
groups studied agree with the statement. Present state school finance 
legislation generally limited the amount of money jÇ would normally have 
recommended for the 1972-1973 school budget. 
The Kolmogorev-Smimov two sample test for the response distributions 
between superintendents from "large" and "small" school districts yielded 
a Ti statistic of 10.1671, which was insufficient to reject the null hy­
pothesis. This indicated a reasonable assumption that no significant 
difference exists between response distributions in the populations repre­
sented by the two samples. The mode of responses, as shown in Figure 8, 
for each of the populations (as well as samples) occurs at the agree polar 
ITEM 14 :  Presen t  s t a te  school  f inance  l eg i s la t ion  genera l ly  l imi ted  the  amount  o f  money  I  would  normal ly  have  recommended  fo r  the  
1572-73  school  budge t .  
SCALE:  DISAGREE 
RESPONDENTS 
Random Sample :  Super in tendents  o f  
47  School  Dis t r i c t s  
AGREE 
10 
_L. 
11 
12.45 
14 
i  
15 
i  
28 
Random Sample :  Super in tendents  o f  
25  School  Dis t r i c t s  
drawn f rom School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  enro l lments  of  two 
thousand  o r  more  
k 
10.68 
Random Sample :  Super in tendents  of  
24  School  Dis t r i c t s  
drawn f rom School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  enro l lments  o f  l ess  
than  two thousand  
k 
12.04  
11 
13 
Popula t ion  (N:2 l ) :  Super in tendents  
of  the  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  g rea tes t  increased  en­
ro l lment  in  each  of  the  seven  
School  Dis t r i c t  s ize  c lass  i  f i -
ca t  ions  
k 
11.33 
Popula t ion  (N»20) :  Super in tendents  
o f  the  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  the  g rea tes t  decreased  en­
ro l lment  in  each  a f  the  seven  
School  Dis t r i c t  s ize  c lass ! f i -
ca t  ions  
10 
k 
14.15 
16 
Population (N:20): Superintendents 
of the three Schoal Distr icts I 
Popula t ion  (N:2 l ) :  Super in tendents  
o f  the  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  g rea tes t  increased  en­
ro l lment  in  each  of  the  seven  
School  Dis t r i c t  s ize  c lass i f i -
ca t  ions  
Popula t ion  (N:20): Super in tendents  
o f  tha  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  the  g rea tes t  decreased  en­
ro l lment  in  each  ] f  the  seven  
School  Dis t r i c t  s ize  c lass i f i ­
ca t ions  
3 
1 1 
1 1 3  
k 
11. ;  
1  
1  
3  
2 
1 
k 
14 .1  
10  
1 6  
Popula t ion  (N;20) :  Super  in tendants  
o f  the  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  the  h ighes t  I57I -72  aver ­
age  per  pupi l  cos t  in  each  of  
the  seven  School  Dis t r i c t  s ize  
c lass i f i ca t  ions  
Popula t ion  (Nï20) :  Super in tendents  
o f  the  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  the  lowes t  I97I -72  aver ­
age  per  pupi l  cos t  in  each  of  
the  seven  School  Dis t r i c t  s ize  
c lass ! f ica t ions  
1 
4 1 
1 
3 1  
1 
~k 
9.1 :  
2 
1 
J 
1 3 .  
4 
1  
45  
12 
8  
Popula t ion  (Nr2 l ) :  Super in tendents  
o f  the  th ' -ee  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  the  h ighes t  I57I -72  aver ­
age  per  pupi l  va lua t ion  in  each  
of  the  seven  School  Dis t r i c t  
s ize '  c lass i f i ca t ions  
Popula t ion  (N=20) :  Super in tendents  
o f  the  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  the  lowes t  1571-72  aver ­
age  per  pupi l  va lua t ion  in  each  
of  the  seven  School  Dis t r i c t  
s ize  c lass i f i ca t ions  
2 
3 2 
1 
4 1 
ON 
5  
1 
À 
1 3 . 1  
4 
2 
) 
13 
8  
Popula t ion  (Na20) :  Super in tendents  
of  tha  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  the  g rea tes t  increased  
1971-72  enro l lments  and  lower  
than  1571-72  s ta te  average  per  
pupi l  cos t s  in  each  of  the  
seven  School  Dis t r i c t  s ize  
c lass i f i  ca t  ions  
Popula t ion  (Nz20) :  Super in tendents  
o f  the  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  the  g rea tes t  decreased  
1971-7^  enro l lments  and  h igher  
than  1571-72  s ta te  average  per  
pupi l  cos t s  in  each  of  the  
seven  School  Dis t r i c t  s ize  
c lass i  f i ca t  ions  
4  
1 
1 
1 
1 2 
1 
: . 7 0  
1 4 
k 
14.1  5 
7 
1 7  
Flaune 8. Means and Distr ibutions of Responses by Group to Questionnaire Item Number 14 
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extremity of the scale, supporting the validity of the mean response 
locations. 
Figure 9 illustrates that, on the average, superintendents from most 
of the groups studied disagree with the statement. Present state finance 
legislation limited this school district's participation in feder­
ally funded programs for the 1972-1973 school year. On the average, 
superintendents in the sample of "large" school districts neither agree 
nor disagree with the statement and superintendents from the population of 
school districts with lowest average per pupil valuation, on the average, 
agree with the statement. While the distribution of responses for this 
population supports the validity of the scalar location of its mean 
response, the Kolmogorev-Smimov two sample test for response distributions 
between superintendents from "large" and "small" school districts places 
the mean response of superintendents from the "large" school district 
sample in question because one cannot reasonably assume the distributions 
of the "large" and "small" samples are significantly different. The 
statistic yielded a value of 23.8318, which was insufficient to reject the 
null hypothesis that the distribution functions of the populations repre­
sented by these samples were unequal. This finding is supported by the 
inspection of responses in the sample of superintendents from "large" 
school districts; while a bimodal response exists at the polar extremes of 
the scale, fully a third more responses fall on the disagree side of the 
scale. 
The distribution of responses in each of the populations studied as 
shown in Figure 9, with the exception noted above, supports the validity 
of the disagree mean response scalar locations. 
ITEM 15 :  Presen t  s ta te  school  f inance  l eg i s la t ion  l imi ted  th i s  school  d i s t r i c t ' s  par t i c ipa t ion  in  federa l ly  funded  programs  fo r  the  
1972-73  school  year .  
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Figure J. Means and Distr ibutions of Responses by Group to Questionnaire Item Number 15 
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Figure 10 Illustrates that, on the average, superintendents from all 
groups studied disagree with the statement, The ability to meet established 
salary schedules for the 1972-1973 school year was improved due to the 
influence of present state school finance legislation upon the 1972-1973 
school year budget. 
The Kolmogorev-Smimov two sample test for the response distributions 
between superintendents from "large" and "small" school districts yielded 
a T^ statistic of 15.8318, which was insufficient to reject the null hy­
pothesis. Thus, it was reasonable to assume no significant difference 
exists between response distributions in the populations represented by the 
two samples. The mode of responses, as shown in Figure 10, for each of the 
populations (as well as samples) occurs at the disagree polar extremity of 
the scale, supporting the validity of the mean response locations. 
Figure 11 illustrates that, on the average, superintendents from all 
groups studied disagree with the statement. Present state finance school 
legislation improved the school district's ability to acquire equipment, 
supplies, and materials for the 1972-1973 school year. 
The Kolmogorev-Smimov two sample test for the response distributions 
between superintendents from "large" and "small" school districts yielded 
a T^ statistic of 7.332, which was insufficient to reject the null hy­
pothesis. Thus, it is reasonable to assume no significant difference 
exists between response distributions in the populations represented by the 
two samples. The mode of responses, as shown in Figure 11, for each of the 
populations (as well as samples) occurs at the disagree polar extremity of 
the scale, supporting the validity of the mean response locations. 
Figure 12 illustrates that, on the average, superintendents from all 
ITEM 16 :The  ab i l i ty  to  meet  e s tab l i shed  sa la ry  schedules  fo r  the  I972-73  school  year  was  improved  due  to  the  Inf luence  of  p resen t  
s ta te  school  f inance  l eg i s la t ion  upon  the  1972-73  school  year  budge t .  
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Figure lo. Means and Distr ibutions of Responses by Group to Questionnaire Item Number 16 
ITEM 175  Presen t  s t a te  f inance  school  l eg i s la t ion  improved  the  school  d i s t r i c t ' s  ab i l i ty  to  acqui re  equipment ,  suppl ies ,  and  mate r ia l s  
fo r  the  1572-73  school  year .  
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Figure 11. Means and Distr ibutbns of Responses by Group to Questionnaire Item Number 
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but one of the groups studied disagree with the statement. Planned curricu­
lum innovations were unaffected due to the influence of present state 
school finance legislation for the 1972-1973 school year. The mean re­
sponse of superintendents from the population of schools with lowest 
average per pupil costs neither agree nor disagree with the statement. 
Although the modal response of this population is located at the disagree 
polar extremity of the scale, more than half of the responses fall on the 
agree side of the scale indicating a split in superintendents' agreement to 
the statement, making the scalar location of the mean response a non-
sequitur. 
The Kolmogorev-Smimov two sample test for the response distributions 
between superintendents from "large" and "small" school districts yielded 
a Ti statistic of 14.8322, which was insufficient to reject the null hy­
pothesis. Thus, it is reasonable to assume no significant difference 
exists between response distributions in the populations represented by the 
two samples. The mode of responses, with the exception noted above, as 
shown in Figure 12, for the populations (as well as samples) occur at the 
disagree polar extremity of the scale, supporting the validity of the mean 
response locations. 
Figure 13 illustrates that, on the average, superintendents from all 
but two groups studied disagree with the statement. Planned maintenance and 
repairs for the 1972-1973 school year were unaffected by the influence of 
present state school finance legislation. Superintendents from the lowest 
average per pupil cost school district population and the greatest percent 
increased enrollment and lower than state average per pupil cost school 
district population, on the average, neither agree nor disagree with the 
ITEM 18  :  Planned  cur r icu lum Innova t ions  were  unaf fec ted  due  to  the  Inf luence  of  p resen t  s t a te  school  f inance  l eg i s la t ion  for  the  
1972-73  school  year .  
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Figure  12«  Means  and  Dis t r ibu t ions  of  Responses  by  Group  to  Ques t ionna i re  I tem Number  18  
"""  «="00!  year  were  unaf fec ted  by  the  in f luence  of  p resen t  s t a te  school  
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Figure I3. Means and Distr ibutions of Responses by Group to Questionnaire Item Number 19 
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statement. The distribution of responses within these two populations 
indicates that the superintendents are about evenly divided in agreement 
with the statement, making the mean response a computational Inference 
which does not follow from an inspection of the evidence. 
The Kolmogorev-Smimov two sample test for the response distributions 
between superintendents from "large" and "small" school districts yielded 
a T^ statistic of 9.9992, which was insufficient to reject the null hy­
pothesis. Thus, it is reasonable to assume no significant difference 
exists between response distributions in the populations represented by the 
two samples. The mode of responses for the populations (as well as for the 
samples), with the two exceptions noted as shown in Figure 13, occur at the 
disagree polar extremity of the scale, supporting the validity of the mean 
response locations. 
Figure 14 illustrates that, on the average, superintendents from all 
groups studied agree with the statement. Present state school finance 
legislation has served to moderate teachers' salary demands. 
The Kolmogorev-Smimov two sample test for the response distributions 
between superintendents from "large" and "small" school districts yielded 
a T^ statistic of 13.3344, which was insufficient to reject the null hy­
pothesis. Thus, it is reasonable to assume no significant difference 
exists between response distributions in the populations represented by the 
two samples. The distribution of responses as evidenced in Figure 14 sup­
ports the validity of the mean response locations for the populations. 
The average rank orders by superintendents of the way in \dilch they 
perceive the present school finance plan to have affected selected educa-
program areas are shown in Table 3. Perhaps the most obvious information 
ITEM 20 :  Presen t  s t a te  school  f inance  l eg i s la t ion  has  se rved  to  modera te  t eachers '  sa la ry  demands .  
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to be derived from first inspection is the fact that superintendents from 
all of the groups studied, on the average, perceive the present school 
finance plan to have hindered selected areas of their respective school 
district education programs. The way in which each group, on the average, 
rank ordered these areas as having been hindered is evident from an exam­
ination of Table 3. It should be pointed out at this point that a rela­
tively small number of superintendents in each classification made non-
usable responses to item twenty-one. While the Kendall Tau test used to 
test for differences in response distributions between the "large" and 
"small" school district samples was not affected by the non-usable re­
sponses, a description of these responses is provided to help the reader 
avoid making unwarranted inferences about the effect of the non-usable 
responses upon the validity of the average rank order of program area con­
cerns reported for the population classifications shown in Table 3. A 
description of the non-usable responses follows : 
Eleven of the forty-seven superintendents in the overall 
random sample made non-usable responses. Six used a check 
mark on items in the hindered column instead of assigning 
a rank order weighting to each; one responded that the edu­
cation program areas were neither helped nor hindered; and 
four gave non-sequitur responses which were beyond inter­
pretation. Deleting these eleven superintendents' responses 
left thirty-six from which to compute the statistics shown 
in Table 3. 
Table  3 .  Average  rank  order® by  super in tendents  o f  the  way  in  which  they  perce ive  the  presen t  school  f inance  
p lan  to  have  a f fec ted  se lec ted  educa t ion  program a reas  
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Random Samples  Super in tendents  o f  
35 'School  Dis t r i c t s  
-5 .08  -5»46  -4 .42  -4.50 -5.60 -3.28  -5.17 -4 .22  -2 .50  -2 .80  
Random Sample :  Super in tendents  of  
18  School  Dis t r i c t s  
drawn f rom School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  enro l lments  o f  two 
thousand  o r  more  
Random Sample: Superintendents of 
1? School Distr icts 
drawn from School Distr icts 
with enrollments of less 
than two thousand 
-3 .77  
-5*40  
-5.00 
-6.60 
-3.31 
-3.69 
-4.33 -4.13 —3 •  00  -5.40  -4.31 -1 .69  
-0 .86  
-2.09 
-3.43 
-4 .29  -6 .85  -3.54 -5.77 -4 .00  
Popula t ion  (N: l$) :  Super in tendents  
o f  the  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  g rea tes t  increased  en­
ro l lment  in  each  of  the  seven  
School  Dis t r i c t  s ize  c lass l f i -
ca t  ions  
Popula t ion  (N1I5): Super in tendents  
o f  the  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  the  g rea tes t  decreased  en-
MA 1 ^ ^  2M ^ ^ A m # ^  
-3.21 .5.46 , -5 .83  -3 .42  —6.18  -5.17 -5.00 -5 .15  -2 .20  -0 .22  
-5 .78  -6 .54  -4 .77  
-4 .79  -5 .67  -6.20 -5 .36  -5 .54  ••4.25 —2» 17 
wil l i  cm ui* i i ie i i ia  v  i  lwu 
thousand  o r  more  
Random Samples  Super in tendents  o f  
17  School  Dis t r i c t s  
drawn f rom School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  enro l lments  o f  l e ss  
than  two thousand  
-5*40  -6.60 
-3.69 -4 .29  -6.85 -3 .54  
-5 .77  -4 .00  -0.86 -3.43 
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School  Dis t r i c t  s ize  c lass i f i ­
ca t ions  
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o f  the  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
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ro l lment  in  aach  a f  the  seven  
School  Dis t r i c t  s ize  c lass i f i ­
ca t ions  
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-4.79 -5 .67  -6.20 
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-6.19 -6.88 
-2.87 
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Popula t ion  (Nais ) :  Super in tendents  
o f  the  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
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Popula t ion  (N3I2) :  Super in tendents  
o f  tha  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  the  g rea tes t  increased  
1971~72 enro l lments  and  lower  
than  1971-72  s ta te  average  per  
pupi l  cos t s  in  each  of  the  
seven  School  Dis t r i c t  s ize  
c lass ! f ica t  ions  
-0 .82  
-O.6O 
-3.44  -5.00 -4 .00  -7.00 -3.20 
-4 .18  
-I.6O 
-1.43 
Popula t ion  (N=17) :  Super in tendents  
o f  the  th ree  School  Dis t r i c t s  
wi th  the  g rea tes t  decreased  
1571-72  enro l lments  and  h igher  
than  1971-72  s ta te  average  per  
pupi l  cos t s  in  each  of  the  
seven  School  Dis t r i c t  s ize  
c lass i  f i ca t  i  ons  
-4 .90  
-5 .39  -4 .87  -4.07 -4 .13  
-2.67 -4.57 -4 .88  -3.20 
-2 .71 
^  10 :  h ighes t ;  1 :  lowes t  
^  +  :  helped}  h indered  
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Seven of the twenty-five superintendents in the stratified 
random sample from "large" school districts made non-usable 
responses. Four used a check mark on items in the hindered 
column instead of assigning a rank order weighting to each; 
and three gave non-sequitur responses. Deleting these seven 
left eighteen from which to compute the statistics shown in 
Table 3. 
Seven of the twenty-four superintendents in the stratified 
random sample from "small" school districts made non-usable 
responses. Four used a check mark on items in the hindered 
column while one made check marks in the helped column in­
stead of assigning rank order weightings; and two reported 
that the education program areas were neither helped nor 
hindered. Deleting these seven left seventeen from which 
to compute the statistics shown in Table 3. 
Six of the twenty-one superintendents in the population of 
school districts with the greatest percent increased 1971-1972 
enrollments made non-usable responses. Two used a check mark 
on items in the hindered column instead of assigning rank 
order weightings; two reported that the education program 
areas were neither helped nor hindered; and two gave non-
sequitur responses. Deleting these six left fifteen from 
which to compute the statistics shown in Table 3. 
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Five of the twenty superintendents in the population of school 
districts with the greatest percent decreased 1971-1972 enroll­
ments made non-usable responses. Four used check marks on 
items in the hindered column; and one reported that the edu­
cation program areas were neither helped nor hindered. 
Deleting these five left fifteen from which to compute the 
statistics shown in Table 3. 
Four of the twenty superintendents in the population of school 
districts with highest average per pupil costs made non-usable 
responses. Three used check marks on items in the hindered 
column; and one reported education program areas were neither 
helped nor hindered. Deleting these four left sixteen from 
which to compute the statistics shown in Table 3. 
Six of the twenty superintendents in the population of school 
districts with lowest average per pupil costs made non-usable 
responses. Two made check marks on areas in the hindered 
column, while one made check marks on areas in the helped 
column; two reported that the education program areas were 
neither helped nor hindered; and one gave a non-sequitur 
response. Deleting these six left fourteen from which to 
compute the statistics shown in Table 3. 
Two of the twenty-one superintendents in the population of 
school districts with highest average per pupil valuation 
made non-usable responses. One made check marks for items 
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in the hindered column, while one made check marks for items 
in the helped column instead of assigning rank order weight­
ings. Deleting these two left nineteen from which to compute 
the statistics shown in Table 3. 
Six of the twenty superintendents in the population of school 
districts with lowest average per pupil valuation made non-
usable responses. Three used a check mark on items in the 
hindered column; two reported that the educational program 
areas were neither helped nor hindered; and one gave a non-
sequitur response. Deleting these six left fourteen from 
which to compute the statistics shown in Table 3. 
Eight of the twenty superintendents in the population of 
school districts with greatest percent increased enroll­
ment and lower than state average per pupil costs made non-
usable responses. Three made check marks for items in the 
hindered column while one made check marks for items in 
the helped column; two reported education program areas 
were neither helped nor hindered; and two made non-sequitur 
responses. Deleting these eight left twelve from which to 
compute the statistics shown in Table 3. 
Three of the twenty superintendents in the population of 
school districts with greatest percent decreased enrollment 
and higher than state average per pupil costs made non-
usable responses. The three made check marks for items 
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in the hindered column instead of assigning rank order weight­
ings. Deleting these three left seventeen from which to compute 
the statistics shown in Table 3. 
In comparing the average rank order reported by superintendents from 
"large" and "small" school districts, the measure of correlation proposed 
by Kendall (9, pp. 249-250) was used. 
The ^ statistic of 31 derived from the model = Nc-N^ was used to 
test the null hypothesis of independence between both samples. The null 
hypothesis is stated as: The rank ordering effect of school finance legis­
lation upon selected program areas as perceived by superintendents of 
"large" school districts is independent of the rank ordering effect of 
school finance legislation upon selected program areas as perceived by 
superintendents rf. "small" school districts. The alternative hypothesis 
indicates either a positive or negative rank ordering correlation between 
both samples. 
Entering Table 11 (9, pp. 391-392), which displays Quantiles of the 
Kendall test statistic, at 05, the critical regions for calculated 
were found to be above 19 and below -19 but not to include the quantile 
contained between -19 and 19. The calculated 31 falls in the criti­
cal region, thus rejecting the null hypothesis and making the assumption 
of independence untenable. The statistic derived from the model 
_ Nç-Nd was used to test for the alternative hypothesis. Calcu-
n(n-l)/2 
lated was found to be .6888, denoting a positive average rank correla­
tion of program areas between superintendents in both samples (i.e., 
superintendents in the sample of schools drawn from "large" school 
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districts, on the average, tended to rank order the primacy of the way in 
which they perceived program areas to be hindered by the present school 
finance plan the same as did those superintendents drawn from "small" 
school districts). 
A comparison of the way in which superintendents from school dis­
trict populations of polar demographic characteristics, on the average, 
rank ordered how education program areas were hindered by present school 
finance legislation was accomplished by comparing how many of the program 
areas which were included in the five of most concern in one population, 
were also included in the five of most concern in the other paired 
populations. 
For the two populations representing school districts of greatest 
1971-1972 percent increased enrollment and 1971-1972 greatest percent 
decreased enrollment, there is agreement on concern for four program areas 
as being among the five of most concern to each. These are in order of 
primacy, as determined by averaging the priority sequence assigned by each 
population: staffing, salary schedules, general budget constraints, and 
capital outlay. 
For the two populations representing school districts of 1971-1972 
highest average per pupil cost and 1971-1972 lowest average per pupil 
cost, there is agreement on concern for three program areas as being among 
the five of most concern to each. These are in order of primacy, as de­
termined by averaging the priority sequence assigned by each population: 
staffing. salary schedules, and innovations. 
For the two populations representing school districts of 1971-1972 
highest average per pupil valuation and 1971-1972 lowest average per pupil 
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valuation, there is agreement on concern for four program areas as being 
among the five of most concern to each. These are in order of primacy, as 
determined by averaging the priority sequence assigned by each population: 
staffing and maintenance and repairs share the place of most concern, fol­
lowed by capital outlay and equipment, supplies and material. 
For the two populations representing school districts of 1971-1972 
greatest percent increased enrollments and lower than state average per 
pupil costs and 1971-1972 greatest percent decreased enrollments and higher 
than state average per pupil costs, there is agreement on concern for two 
program areas as being among the five of most concern to each. These are 
in the order of primacy, as determined by averaging the priority sequence 
assigned by each population: capital outlay, followed by equipment, sup­
plies and material. 
In counting the number of groups which selected a program area to be 
among the five of most concern to each, staffing was chosen most often (by 
ten of the eleven groups) and salary schedules next most often (by nine of 
the eleven groups). This reinforces the conservative inference for areas 
seen to be of most concern by superintendents in general, as determined by 
examining the way in which superintendents from the overall random sample, 
on the average, rank ordered their perceptions of the way in which present 
school finance legislation hindered selected education program areas. As 
will be noted, superintendents in the overall random sample also ranked 
the areas of salary schedules and staffing as those with which they were 
most concerned, followed by innovations, curriculum, and maintenance, 
equipment and supplies. 
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SUMMA.RY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The problem to which this study is addressed is to determine if school 
district superintendents now employed in Iowa schools, can, as a group, 
serve as a source of feedback information for legislative decision makers 
in their management of school finance legislation. 
A survey of literature concerning the development and present status 
of school finance plans and the related equal educational opportunity cri­
teria concepts related to school finance plans portends the imminent 
necessity for legislative activity in the school finance arena in carrying 
out the constitutionally mandated responsibility of controlling and manag­
ing educational and school funds. Management system literature was 
reviewed to indicate the present state of the art of the management systems 
concept and to indicate the importance of evaluative information, referred 
to as feedback, in executing the management function. Literature was re­
viewed to indicate the problem facing the legislator in acquiring usable 
feedback. Often feedback is of so general a nature that it cannot be used 
to evaluate the merits of a specific problem. Often feedback exists in 
such volume and from such a myriad of sources that the resulting cacophony 
may serve to traumatize the legislator into inaction rather than to pro­
vide information upon which enlightened school revenue appropriation and 
allocation decisions may be based. Often feedback is from lobbyists or 
from vocal individuals mistakenly taken to represent groups of which they 
hold only minority views, which may result in feedback biased in favor of 
vested interests or as Kozzell (55, pp. 1-2) has indicated, may be decid­
edly pernicious. 
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In exploring the viability of using school superintendents as a feed­
back source for legislators dealing with school finance decision making 
problems, the investigator ascertained the superintendents' potential for 
objective perception as measured by their knowledge of the school finance 
plan now in effect. The similarities and differences of their perceptions 
of the effect of the school finance plan upon educational program areas 
were explored by the investigator through a study of how they rank ordered 
such perceptions and how they responded to statements dealing with specific 
education program areas. Responses were solicited from groups of superin­
tendents selected by random sampling, stratified random sampling, and by 
populations chosen for specific school district demographic character­
istics. Descriptive and inferential parametric and non-parametric statis­
tical techniques were used to examine the nature of responses made, and in 
part upon which to base the conclusions of the study. 
Conclusions 
While the knowledge of the present school finance plan, which super­
intendents possess, on the average, is, with one exception, less than the 
knowledge possessed, on the average, by identified school finance knowledge­
ables, it is only very slightly so. No statistically significant differ­
ence in such knowledge was found between the identified knowledgeables and 
superintendents from the sample of school districts with 1971-1972 enroll­
ments of two thousand or more. As a result of the manner in which 
responses were dispersed within samples, while a significant difference 
existed between the mean knowledge response of superintendents in the 
sample of school districts with less than a 1971-1972 enrollment of two 
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thousand and the criterion mean established by the knowledgeables, no sig­
nificant difference was found to exist between their mean response and that 
of the mean response of superintendents in the sample of "large" school 
districts. The following conclusions may be drawn from the results of this 
part of the study: 
1. Superintendents from "large" school districts are, on the 
average, as knowledgeable about the effects of the current 
school finance plan upon education programs as are identified 
school finance knowledgeables. 
2. Superintendents drawn in random samples of about ten per­
cent of the population, in stratified random samples of 
about five percent of the population, or by systematic 
selection of some demographic characteristic across size 
categories to a size magnitude of at least four percent 
of the overall superintendent population, exhibit, on the 
average, a knowledge of the present school finance plan 
which is only slightly less than that exhibited by identified 
school finance knowledgeables. 
3. The dispersion of responses made by superintendents in all 
groups studied is greater than that for the identified knowl­
edgeables . 
4. School superintendents' perceptions of the effects of school 
finance legislation upon education programs are, when solic­
ited in an organized, systematic, unbiased manner and in numbers 
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of sufficient size, on the average, based upon fact, and thus 
a viable feedback source for legislators dealing with school 
finance decision making problems. 
The conclusions drawn from the responses made by superintendents to 
the specific program area items in the survey questionnaire are inherent 
in the findings reported in chapter four. The overriding conclusion drawn 
from the aforesaid findings is the failure to reject any of the hypotheses 
numbered 2A through 2F in chapter one. While the lack of disagreement 
between superintendents in polar pairs of samples or populations might 
seem to indicate an equitable effect of the present state finance plan 
upon the variety of school districts studied, the nature of the way in 
which the superintendents, on the average, agree in their perceptions 
should alert legislators of the magnitude of unanticipated education pro­
gram outcomes resulting from the present state finance plan. Thus, the 
viability of utilizing school superintendent perceptions for legislative 
feedback is substantiated on the basis of making known to legislators 
possible unanticipated or undesirable outcomes resulting from state finance 
plan features which may be in need of modification. This study has demon­
strated that perceptions of public school superintendents, when objectively 
selected, are capable of being analyzed to provide evaluative feedback 
information for use by legislators who desire to know what effect state 
finance legislation has upon school programs. 
The reader should keep in mind the limited legislative area in which 
the viability of school superintendents as a feedback source was studied. 
There is a continuing necessity for developing many viable legislative 
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feedback sources to enhance and facilitate the difficult task of decision 
making facing legislators in a multitude of problems with which they are 
concerned. However, although limited, the scope of this study is deemed 
to be an important one from the standpoint of the amount of revenue re­
quired to operate the state's system of public education, and the effect 
upon the state produced by the products (or outcomes) of its educational 
system. 
Becommenda t ions 
The best of feedback sources is valueless unless, as Stufflebeam et al. 
(61, pp. 41-50) was cited previously, it can be practically utilized. From 
the experience gained in conducting this study, the investigator believes 
superintendents' feedback can be practically utilized. For exançjle, feed­
back which may be required by the legislature to a specific problem may be 
acquired within a twenty-four hour turn around period from the time of the 
requirement specification to the time of information product delivery, 
inclusive of choosing proper sampling classifications, design of survey 
query and response format, coding of response for electronic data process­
ing, and selection of the appropriate statistical treatment. This is 
feasible at the present time by using telephoned queries and replies. The 
cost of using wide area telephone service (WATS), one-half man-day of 
professional time, an hour of keypunching and verifying time, a fraction 
of a minute of computer time, and the equivalent of one man-day of clerical 
time would be quite nominal for operationalizing superintendents' feedback 
for a specific problem. Depending on the amount of time available, other 
inexpensive modes of operationalizing superintendents' feedback to larger 
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numbers of questions are feasible through the utilization of teletyped 
queries and responses, or as was utilized in this study, the mailing of 
survey questionnaires. The survey portion of this study was conducted at 
a cost to the investigator of under two hundred dollars. 
The mechanism by which the legislature might make timely use of school 
superintendents' feedback for proposed school finance legislation program 
consequences is suggested by Burton D. Friedman (15, pp. 9-10), a principal 
associate with the Public Administration Service, who, in analyzing the 
major missions of the state education agency in fulfilling its leadership 
role, lists as one of its foremost missions "to advise constituted author­
ity (e.g., the state legislature) ..." The Iowa State Department of Public 
Instruction would, therefore, be a logical agency to operationalize a 
feedback mechanism with school superintendents on behalf of the legislature. 
It employs professional staff members with research expertise required to 
properly sample superintendents and analyze their responses to problems 
which may be indicated by the legislature, and also maintains an electronic 
data processing division with the potential for processing superintendents' 
responses quickly. 
Some feedback needs may be anticipated by the legislature prior to 
the occurrence of specific problems. For example, in anticipation of 
evaluating the merits of the results of the Iowa State Education Associa­
tion school finance study (26, p. 1) to be published in the near future, 
the legislature might want to acquire advance feedback from superinten­
dents of the way in which they believe a foundation equalizing plan, 
based upon what Wise (66, pp. 21-23) terms a leveling definition of equal 
educational opportunity, would affect educational program areas in their 
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respective school districts. Similarly, the legislature may wish to 
acquire advance feedback from superintendents of their concerns for appro­
priate education areas denoted in Flansburg's article (13, pp. lA and 6A) 
indicative of the Governor's legislative proposal outline. 
A final recommendation is directed to the need for additional research 
to discover and test new feedback sources for use by the legislature in 
dealing with the broad scope of problems in the educational arena. One 
such problem area, discernible from the number of teacher strikes reported 
in the newspapers of late, is collective bargaining in the public education 
arena. Researchers may wish to explore the possibility of using profes­
sionals associated with the National Labor Relations Board regional offices 
and university centers for labor and management, or industrial relations, 
as knowledgeables against which to test the possible use of school teachers 
and administrators as viable feedback sources to test anticipated outcomes 
of legislative decisions being contemplated. 
Another problem area receiving attention by legislators within the 
past few years is that of educational accountability. Researchers may 
wish to explore the possibility of using systems consultants (those engaged 
in analyzing the problems, needs and desires of complex institutions and 
sometimes referred to in the past as "efficiency experts" or "trouble-
shooters") from government and private industry as knowledgeables against 
which to test the feasibility of using a variety of lay and educational 
groups as feedback sources to test anticipated outcomes of accountability 
legislation that the legislature may be considering. 
The task of the selfless men and women in the Iowa General Assembly 
in formulating statutes which help direct the destiny of the state is not 
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an easy one. It is hoped that this study will suggest one tool by which 
their load may be lightened, and by which the state, in maintaining the 
quality of its public education system, may profit. 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
O P  SCIKNCe A N D  T C C M N O U O a V  
Ames. Iowa BOOIO 
COkLUB or COUCATION 
September 18, 1972 MermiOiML aruem 
Sear Superintendent 
We are in the process of conducting a study focused upon the utiliz­
ation of superintendents' information as feedback to help legislators in 
their task of passing legislation which will be of maximum benefit to 
public education outcomes. 
We need your responses to the items in the enclosed survey just as 
soon as you can get them to us. Please take the 15 to 20 minutes needed 
to complete this survey and use the enclosed self-addressed, stamped 
envelope to return it. 
Time is a critical factor in this study and an early return will 
help to ensure that the survey findings can be used to good purpose. 
We are using a randan sampling technique and therefore it is most 
important that each superintendent contacted return the completed survey 
to us. 
Your cooperation is most appreciated. 
Richard P. Manatt 
Associate Professor 
Educational Administration 
P.S. 
All replies will be kept anoav 
RPM/plb 
Enclosures 
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Survey Instrument (Five Pages) 
THE EFFECT OF STATE FINANCE LEGISLATION SCHOOL DISTRICTS : 
SUPERINTENDENTS' PERCEPTIONS 
DIRECTIONS Correspondence No. | | | I I I I 1 
Oft the following pages arc a number of statements about the effect of present 
state finance legislation upoa school districts for the 1972—73 school year. 
We would like your opinion about these statements. 
After you have read each statement, please circle the "A" (agree) if you agree 
with the statement or the "D" (disagree) if you disagree with the statement. 
Once you have made this decision, please indicate how certain you are about, 
this choice by circling one of the numbers from one (1) to five (5). Number 
one (1) indicates you are slightly certain, while number fj'ti (5) indicate: 
you are very certain. Nuubers 2, 3, or 4 may better describe your position. 
When this is the case, just circle the appropriate number. 
For exarçle, consider the statement: 
House File 654 refers to Iowa legis­
lation relating to a foundation aid 
type of school finance program. 
Do you agree or disagree with this statement? Circle "A" or "D." How certain 
are you of your response? Circle the appropriate number. 
Please be sure to circle both a letter and a number after each statement, unless 
you are completely undecided whether you agree or disagree with the statement. 
In that case, circle both "A" and "D," but do not circle any of the numbers. 
This response Indicates that you neither ag?ce nor disagree with the statement. 
The answers which will be most helpful to this research project are the ones 
which reflect your own opinion about each of the statements. 
1. A $200 per pupil guaranteed minimum 
state school foundation add is fair 
to school districts in general, re­
gardless of their property wealth. 
2. In computing foundf-'on aid, the finan- j-i r 
cial ability of the dldtrlct Is deter- 2 3 4 I 
mined independent of its categorical q j 
aide. ^ L 
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3. For the 1972-73 school year, the inclu­
sion of federal aids In miscellaneous 
Incomes in the computation of a school 
district's foundation aid, for most 
school districts, causes federal funds 
to be used to replace state aid. 
4. The inclusion of federal funds in dis­
trict cost causes growth to be dis­
allowed in tioiae districts due to the 
maximum" budget limit for allowable 
growth. 
5. The use of the expended budget rather 
than the certified budget to establish 
per pupil cost provides an incentive 
to a school district to spend all of 
its certified budget whether it needs 
to or not. 
6. Under present legislation. Inequities 
in school district spending patterns 
that existed due to variance of 
property wealth of districts are 
eliminated due to the form of con­
trolled budget growth. 
7. The maximum budget limitation for 
allowable growth works a hardship 
against high spending school dis­
tricts by not allowing budgeting 
growth until they are within one 
hundred and ten percent of state 
pupil cost. 
8. Low spending schools benefit more 
than high spending schools due to 
the higher allowable growth ceiling. 
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1 " «lightly certain 
5 " v«rv oPvtMln 
9. Preseat *d»ool finance legislation 
includes biases baaed on property 
wealth of the district, initial spend­
ing position, and amount of federal 
funds received. 
A 
1 2 3 4 5 
S 
10. Under present school finance legis­
lation, school districts with more 
expensive educational needs will be 
allowed- to budget more money. 
A 
1 2 3 4 5 
D 
The following statements pertain to the effect of present state finance legis­
lation upon your school district for the 1972-73 school year. The method of 
xecsrdltig your responses for these items is the same as before. 
11. Present state school finance legis­
lation helped improve the quality 
of wy school district's educational 
program for the 1972-73 school year. 
12. Fresêût state school finance legis­
lation limited me and my staff in 
making recommendations to the school 
board for Improvements in the 1972-73 
educational program. 
A 1 . 
1 2 3 4 5 
D 1 
13. Present state school finance legis­
lation had a curtailing effect upon 
staffing for the 1972-73 school year. 
14. Present state school finance legis­
lation generally limited the amount 
of money I would normally have recom­
mended for the 1972-73 school budget. 
IS. Present state school finance legis­
lation limited .his school district's 
participation in federally funded 
programs for the 19)2-73 school year. 
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1 - «lightly certain 
5 ~ very certain 
16. The ability to meet established salary 
scbudules for the 1972-73 school year 
was improved due to the influence of 
preaent state school finance legisla­
tion upon the 1972-73 school year 
budget. 
17. Present state finance school legis­
lation improved the school district's 
«blllty- to acquire equipment, sup­
plies, and materials for the 1972-
school year. 
Â 
1 2 3 4 5 
D 
18. Planned curriculum Innovations were 
unaffected due to the influence of 
present state school finance legis­
lation for the 1972-73 school year. 
19. Planned maintenance and repairs for 
the 1972-73 school year were unaf­
fected by the Influence of present 
state school finance legislation. 
20. Present state school finance legis­
lation has served to moderate teachers' 
salary demands. 
(Continued on the next page) 
Ill 
5 
The concluding section of this survey contains two lists of educational program 
areas which you are asked to rank order. 
List "A" contains those areas of the 1972-73 educational program which may have 
been helped by present state school finance legislation. 
List "B" contains those areas of the 1972-73 educational program which may have 
been hindered by present state school finance legislation. 
If only one of these lists pertains to your school district for the 1972-73 
school year, cross off the other. If, however, some items in both of these 
lists pertain, respond to both lists. For each list which pertains to your 
situation, cross off all of the items which are not applicable. Then, for each 
list, rank order the remaining items in the order of importance, starting with 
!_ being most important. 
21. 
1972-73 School Program Areas 
Helped by Present State School 
Finance Legislation 
B 
1972-73 School Program Areas 
Hindered by Present State School 
Finance Legislation 
Curriculum 
Staffing 
Equipment, Supplies, and 
Materials 
Maintenance and Repairs 
Salary Schedules 
General Budget Constraints 
Innovations 
Capital Outlay 
Library and Media Centers 
Guidance and Counseling 
Curriculum 
Staffing 
Equipment, Supplies, and 
Materials 
Maintenance and Repairs 
Salary Schedules 
General Budget Constraints 
Innovations 
Capital Outlay 
Library and Media Centers 
Guidance and ' ".unseling 
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APPENDIX B 
Follow-up Cover Letter Sent with Survey Instrument to Non-respondents 
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IOWA STATE UNIVBR8ITY 
o 
Ames. Iowa eooio 
QOkLm or KDUCATtON 
PMmawN*!. «ruMn 
Dear Superintendent 
We are at this time asking you, if you have not already done so, to 
please complete and return the short survey questionnaire mailed to you 
September 18. A survey form is enclosed for your convenience if you 
happened to have misplaced the one sent to you earlier. 
We are in the process of conducting a study focused upon the utiliza­
tion of superintendents' information as feedback to help legislators in 
their task of passing legislation which will be of maximum benefit to 
public education outcomes. 
We need your responses to the items in the enclosed survey just as 
soon as you can get them to us. Please take the 15 to 20 minutes needed 
to cosq>lete this survey and use the enclosed self-addressed, stamped 
envelope to return it. 
Time is a critical factor in this study and an early return will help 
to ensure that the survey findings can be used to good purpose. 
We are using a random sampling technique and therefore it is most 
important that each superintendent contacted return the completed survey 
to us. 
All replies will be kept anonymous I 
Your cooperation is most appreciated. 
Sincerely 
Associate Professor 
Educational Administration 
RPM/plb 
Enclosures 
